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h  CONGRESS  ¥f  FJ  -|  P'70 

istsmsion  ri.  tv.  lo/o 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

January  6, 1955 

Mr.  Hope  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

1938. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 

2  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

4  1938.  as  amended,  is  hereby  repealed,  effective  with  respect 

5  to  1955  and  subsequent  crops. 
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aCP 

Acr e ageNall otmont  s  v . • « • 1 ,4 
Ad  j  our  nme^t 
AgriculturA  Act 

of  31 

Air  pollution^*  34 

Alaska 

"Ranking  and  currency «...  07 
Commodity  exchang eX  ....  10 
Education,  6,11,24,  26^28, 56 
Family  farms  .7^,35 

Farm  credit 
Farm  insurance, , , 

Farm  program . ,,15,18 

Farm  vote,,  ,  0#  .54 

Fees . . , . .1C 

Fire  fighting . „32 

Flood  control, ,13 
Food,  distribut ion, . . ,  ,  ,48 
Food,  supply . 5#33#36 

HIGHLIGHTS : 


CONTENTS 

Foreign  affairs,,.. . . ,15 

Forestry... 24,32,53 

G 0 ve rnment  in  b u s ine  s  s . , ,47 

^  ,ov. ,  1 1  ( 1  ,,,,  ,,,o,  2^5 

L Oil  1  **  s.  ^ 

Lands,  transfer . «»2,4^ 

15 #45  Legislative  program*  •  ( .  e  ,24 

Loans,  farm . ....,...,30 

Marketing, . .  * ... ,  ,1,40 


February  9#  19#5 
February  8,  1955 
8Iith-lst,  >fo.  22 


Mnerals 

Monopolies . .  Ao 

New  England  A„5l 

Nominations e ,  ,T. ,  ,23 
iPersonnel..  co..  ,,3^2,27,55 
jultry . , ...... .  X. . , ...  ,21 

.ces . .21 

support,, . ,17,20,31 

Prop^ty , ,  •»»»»»»»♦»»  *25 

Reclamation. ,4l 

A 


Ropublican  rec/rdo *50 
Research. ,,  0y«. » e ,2C 

Rice ,  e , . ,  ,yX ,  . . . . . . . I4C 

S elect iv Vs ervice , . . , ,  .5,42 

Soil  conservation. . ,4# 1^# 37 

Statehood, «... . . .  ,19 

StoApi  ling  . . ,36 

S,fcrategic  materials, ....  .25 

lubsidies. . . .20 

Surplus  commodities. .,17,22 

Tariffs,......, . .,8,39 

Textiles.. . . 8,49,51 

Trade  agreements . e ... .25,49 

Transportation.,, . 22,45 

Veterans '  benefits 

. 11,24,30,56 

Mater  conservation. ...  0 . ,52 

Water  pollution . ,  .44 

Wheat . 1 


Both  Houses  received  President's  sohool  construction  message.  House 
oommittee  reported  durum  wheat  ^acreage  increase  bill.  House  passed  selective  service 

|Hi  !oftreS^fF^Ft!S;?irS?fe6gcLa£fediteS?l.  HoU6e  "*<«»»»*•  t°  report 


-  HOUSE. 

1.  TTHEAT  ALLOTMENTS.  >Ahe  Agriculture  Committee  'reported  without  amendment  S.  145# 

to  amend  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1$38  ao  as  to  provide  for  increased 
durum  wheat  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas  for  1955  (H.  dept.  24) 

(p.  1145,), 

2.  LAND  TRANSFER.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  J.  Res. 

107 ,  to  permit  this  Department  to  release  reversionary  rights  in  certain  property 
(formerly  FKA)  for  school  purposes  in  Kern  County,  CalXr.  (H.  Rept.  23) (p.  1145), 

%  „ 

PERSONNEL,  The  House  Administration  Committee  submitted  a  supplemental  report 
on'H.  R.  3^06,  to  permit  and  assist  Federal  personnel  and  th^ir  families  to 
vote  (H.  Rept.  20,  Part  2)(p.  1145). 

1  - - -  ■  . . . 

4.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  The  Subcommittee  on  Conservation  and  Credit  approved  for  re¬ 
porting  to  the  Agriculture  Committee  H.  R.  1573#  to  repeal  Sec.  3^8  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  which  makes  ACP  payments  contingent  upon 
compliance  with  acreage  allotments  on  basic  crops' ’"(p.  D79). 


-2 


5. 


ACTIVE  SERVICE.  Passed,  39U  to  h,  with  amendments  H.  I-  3°°5>  ''kicb 
selective  service  for  k  years  until  July  1,  1959,  reduces  of  the 

induction  from  age  35  to  26  for  men  who  enlist  in  organise  -  oerson 

Rational  Guard  prior  to  attaining  the  age  of  18§,  and  provides  that per^o 

who  hak  served  6  months  or  more  of  honorable  active  cm  y  i  ■■ ‘  service 

after  sAt.  16,  19h0,  shall  be  liable  for  induction  unoer  selective 

except  irrsfcime  of  war  or  national  emergency  (pp.  *  h  h„s  been 

Agree!  to  a  Harrison,  Va.,  amendment  providing  that  no  person  who  Iws  been 

othenSe  Xd!  on  his  individual  status,  eligible  for  deferment  because 
his  emplovmenm.  has  been  determined  to  be  necessary  to  maintain  national  h  1, 
safety"  or  inXst,  shall  be  granted  a  deferment 

agricultural  canfedity,  or  denied  a  deferment  because  of  a  surplus  of  an3 
agricultural  commodity  (pp.  H2U-9) » 


6.  EDUCATION.  Both  Houses  received  the  President 1  s  message  on  ®^0°LC^^'Ctl°n 
containing  recommendations  providing  for  ^®a^a}a;LDoc  Q^y.  to  House  Educatior 
•  governments  for  construction  of  public  schools  (  •  “  ,  /’_»  I0h7, 

and  Labor  Committee  and  Senate  Labor  and  Tublic  Welfare  Commit.ee  l?p.  1  Ul, 

1101-Reoeived  from  HEW  a  proposed  bill  to  authorize  Federal  assistance  to 
States  and  communities  to  increase  public  elementary  and  secondary  school 
construction;  to  Education  andNLabor  Committee  (,p.  1.  w?)  • 


7.  BANKING  AND  CURRENCY.  Both  HousesVeceived  the  President’s 

a  report  of  the  National  Advisory  \uncil  on  International  nonetapj  an 

Financial  Problems  on  its  operationsVrom  Oct.  ronetarv  Fund 

.  describing  the  participation  of  the  u\S.  in  the  tote ^national  ^ 

and  the  International  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  P 

Apr.  1  to  June  30,  199U  (H.  Doc.  89)  (pp.  Wl7,  1102). 


8.  TARIFFS.  Rep.  Hollohan  claimed  that  Dr.  Gal\up,  from  the  results  of  nis  recent 

poll,  "draxirs  the  conclusion  that  the  majoritAof  the  American  people  favor 
1  _ "  ^  .  ...  j-.v.-iA’c  ii-rro+.  t.hP  figures  from  wh: 


what  the  President  proposes"  in  reducing  tariRs,  "yet  the  figures  from  which 


what  tiie  rresiaenu  propose  xu 

Dr.  Gallup  draws  this  conclusion  say  exactly  the.  opposite  Ip.  113  ) • 

RepXgers,  Hass.,  claimed  that  if  the  tnX  "reduction  proposed^ 
textiles  is  pursued,  it  will  mean  almost  ^complete  ahnimlation  o 
woolen  and  textile  industries"  (p.  113-7). 


9.  ADJOURNED  until  Thurs.,  Feb.  10  (p.  llU9). 


SENATE 


10.  COMMODITY  EXCHANGES.  Both  Houses  received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bil 
to  amend  section  8a  (U)  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act  so  as  t\authonze  th 
Secretary  to  fix  reasonable  fees  for  registrations,  renewals,  a\a  copies  oi 
registration  certificates  issued  to  futures  commission  mercnantsNand  fl 
brokers;  to  S.  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and  L.  Agriculture  Committees  Ipp. 

10U7,  liU9). 


11.  VETERANS'  BENEFITS;  EDUCATION.  The  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  >sportec 
without  amendment  H.  R.  987,  to  provide  that  persons  in  the  Armed  ForceSvon 
Jan.  31,  1999,  may  continue  to  accrue  educational  benefits  to  Jan.  31,  19 
(S.  Rept.  26) (p.  1092). 
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CONTENTS 


February  17 , 
February  16, 
8Uth-lst < 


A.C.P....V . ......2,18 

Acreage  allotments 

.1,2,18,22,24 
Agricultural  products . . .30 

Buildings . . , . .  . .19 

Butter .........  .....  29 

C.C.C . . .  . . .  .29 

Chemicals  in  food.  .  ,23 

Civil  defense . . .  .V  .12 

Civil  Service  Gommissioh06 


Emergency  powers .15 

Farm  industry . ,29 

Food. «.  .23 

Foreign  trade .......... .30 

Forestry. ... r ......... . .26 

Health . 23 

Imports . . .30 

Information . , , . ,31 

Labor,  farm,, . ,...,8 

Marketing . 17,20,27 


lerishable  coramoditie: 


Cooperatives . \  New  England . . .  .3 y  Tobacco 

Cotton . ,1,10,20,25 

Dairy  industry . 25 

Education . .31,34 

Electrification. . .32 


Rice, 

Seed, 

Soil  consery&tion. . . . 

Statehood,/ . .1). 

Subsidies'. . . . ..29 

Sugar  y/. . 27 

Surplus  commodities. . .3,29 
lus  property*. .5,14 

. . 11,29 

extiles. . . 10,29 

. . ..24 


Su 


iriffs, 


Personnel. 


Trade  agreements . 10,29 

llieat . 16 

Wool . . . 7 


17 

r,28 

PMce  discrimination/. .. .9 
Price  supports, .. ,/ ...  .21 
HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committees  reported  cottorr allotments  increase  bill  and  bill  to 
repeal  revolving  fund  for  surplus  commodities  in  occupied  areas.  House  committees 
ordered  reported  bill  to  repeal  ACFSbie-jar with  acreage  allotments  and  Alaska- 
Hawaii  statehood  bill.  Rep,  Roberts \ppke  jn  favor  of  increasing  cotton  allotments. 


1.  COTTON  ALLOTMENTS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H,  R.  3952, 

to  amend  the  Agricultural/Adjustment  act  1938  so  as  to  increase  cotton 
acreage  allotments  (H.  Rept.  58) (p.  13910 . 

Rep,  Roberts  spoke  in  favor  of  increasing  the  1955  cotton  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  on  farms  receiyung  allotments  of  5  acresNcr  less  and  claimed  that  the 
acreage  cuts  are  "resulting  in  a  serious  social \roblem"  which  "is  caused 
partially  by  the  fact  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  making  acreage  cuts 
is  taking  some  at  the  cutback  from  the  planted  acren  of  1954  instead  of  only 
from  the  allotted  acres  of  1954"  (p.  1328). 

2,  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  The  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported  H.  R.  1573,  to 

repeal  Sec.  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  which  makes  A  CP 
payments  contingent  upon  compliance  with  acreage  allotments  on  basic  crops 
(p.  pioU) . 

SUI  3LUS  C0LM0DITIES.  The  Armed  Services  Committee  reported  with  amendment 
R.  2123,  to  repeal  Public  Law  820,  80th  Congress,  which  pro-v  5  a  revolving 

fund  for  the  purchase  of  agricultural  commodities  and  raw  mater  K.to  be  pro¬ 

cessed  in  occupied  areas  and  sold  (H.  Rept.  53) (p.  1394). 
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U»  STATEHOOD .  The  Interior  ard  Insular  ..if fairs  Committee  ordered  reported  xrith 
amendments  II.  t,  25>3^^  the  xNLaska-Hawaii  statehood  bill  (pp,  D10lx-5). 


5 .  SURPLUS  PROPERTY.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  favorable  action  on  II.  R.  3322, 
to  amend  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  19lx9  relative 
to  surplus  property7-  for  education  and  public  health  purposes ,  was  not  taken 
Feb.  15  W  the  Subcommittee  on  Donable  Property  (p»  DlOlx) .  (The  "Daily  Digest" 
had  statec\that  the  bill  had  been  approved  for  reporting  to  the  full  committee.) 


6.  P  iRSOWPEL.  Received  the  President’s  message  transmitting  the  CSC 1 s  report 
for  the  fiscalVear  195U  (H.  Doc.  13)  (p.  1333). 


7.  COOL.  Received  a  Mis.  Coop.  Wool  Grox/ers  xssn.  petition  urging  USDA  to  provide 
for  assignments  by\ool  growers  of  the  incentive  payments  to  banks ,  credit 
institutions,  and  marketing  agencies,  including  cooperatives,  x-aho  have  financed 
wool  for  growers  in  the  past  (p.  1397). 


8.  FARM  LABOR,  -deceived  a  Huaepeth  County  Farr,:  Bureau  (Tex.)  petition  opposing  the 
use  of  "wetback"  labor  (p.\1397). 


9.  PRICE  DISCRIMINATION ,  ./Rep.  Ffc^bman  spoke  in  favor  of  his  bill,  H.  R.  11,  to 
amend- the  Aobinson-Patman  Act  (which  makes  unlawful  price  discriminations  and 
unearned  discounts  and  allox-rance^)  so  as  to  change  the  burden  of  proof  in  price 
discrimination  cases  (p.  1329). 


10.  T-iiiOE  AGREmi  ENTS i  Rep.  Fogarty  inserted  a  newspaper  advertisement  which.  Rep. 
Fogarty  said,  "is  an  excellent  presentation  of  the  serious  effect  the  passage 
of  H.  A  1"  (to  extend  the  President's  authority  to  enter  into  trade  agreements, 
etc.)  "would  have  on  our  textile  industry^  (pp.  1360-1) . 

Reps.  Ashmore,  Bailey,  and  Philbin  sphke  against  H,  R„  1,  and  Rep.  j.shmore 
said,  "I  view  with  particular  apprehension  the  inherent  threats  toward  textile 
manufacturing  and  cotton  agriculture  contained  in  this  bill"  (pp.  1382-"5T 
1390-2). 


11.  TARIFFS.  Rep.  Burnside  spoke  against  further  tarirf  reductions,  and  said  that 
U._  S.  tariffs  are  now  "among  the  lowest  in  the  x-ior±^"  (pp.  1362-3). 


12.  CIVIL  D  FEx-SE.  Rep.  Holifield  discussed  the  Federal  civil  defense  program,  and 
stated,  "our  program  for  minimizing  caaualties  following an  ememy  attack,  and 
for  restoring  defense  production  as  quickly  as  possible--is  tragically  inade¬ 
quate"  (op.  1386-90). 


( 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


13.  PERSONNEL.  The  following  bills  to  amend  the  Civil  Service  xetireitaent  Act  of 
Hay  29,  1930,  as  amended,  were  introduced  as  follows:  \ 

By  Rep.  Lesinslci:  IT.  R.  1x077,  provide  for  payment  of  annuities,  to  widowers 
of  female  employees;  H.  R.  1x078,  to  provide  for  uniform  rate  for  computation  of 
all  annuities;  H.  R.  1x079,  to  provide  that  survivers  of  retiring  employees  shall 
automatically  be  entitled  to  an  annuity  equal  to  50  per  cent  of  earned  annuity; 

N .  H.  I1O8O,  to  provide  that  accumulated  sick  leave  over  90  days  be  credited  to 
retirei  entifund;  H.  R.  1x081,  to  provide  optional  retirement  at  60  years  afuer 
25  years  of  service  xjith  full  annuity;  H.  R.  1x082,  equal  benefits  for  surviviL 
children  of  female  employees;  IT.  R.  1x083,  eliminate  reduction  in  annuity  made 
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REPEAL  OF  AGRICULTURE  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

RESTRICTIONS 


FRIDAY,  FEBRUARY  4,  1955 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Conservation  and 
Credits  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10  a.  m.,  pursuant  to  call,  in  room  1014, 
New  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  W.  R.  Poage,  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  presiding. 

Air.  Poage.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 

We  have  before  us  a  number  of  bills.  All  of  these  bills  have  the 
same  general  objective  of  repealing  what  is  known  as  the  Holland 
amendment.  I  do  not  believe  the  authors  of  any  of  the  bills  have  ar¬ 
rived.  There  are  about  12  or  15  of  them.  Therefore,  I  think  we 
shall  start  with  the  Department  and  see  what  you  gentlemen  would 
say  about  this  legislation.  You  understand  there  are  13  different  bills, 
and  they  all  have  exactly  the  same  objective. 

STATEMENT  OF  JAMES  A.  McCONNELI,  ADMINISTRATOR,  COM¬ 
MODITY  STABILIZATION  SERVICE,  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICUL¬ 
TURE 

Mr.  McConnell.  All  I  can  say  is  that  the  Department  favors  the 
repeal  of  section  348.  We  have  observed  the  effects  of  it  long  enough 
to  believe  that  it  has  no  particular  effect  in  controlling  what  it  was 
aimed  to  control,  to  keep  people  within  their  allotments,  and  we  think 
there  are  other  means  which  are  already  in  effect.  The  marketing 
quotas  do  that  very  effectively. 

On  the  smaller  farms  it  affects  farmers’  corn  allotments.  It  affects 
farmers  with  wheat  allotments  of  less  than  15  acres.  It  affects  to¬ 
bacco  growers  who,  through  referendums,  have  voted  not  to  accept 
price  supports.  Tn  other  words,  the  tobacco  people  go  out  and  hold  a 
referendum  and  agree  not  to  accepT mice  sup portepUUTffien  they  find 
thatT  they" cannot  have  the  freedom  of  growing  the  number  of  acres 
thevAyanUto  and  stilUget  ACT  'benefifsT”  ~ 

~Ttraffects~a'  g'rea  t  number  of-farms.  More  than  a  million  farms  will 
be  affected.  It  is  a  very  unpopular  thing  with  the  farmers.  They  feel 
there  is  no  connection  between  price  support  and  ACP,  and  I  think 
they  are  right  in  that. 

Mr.  Poage.  In  other  words,  it  is  not  primarily  a  matter  of  keeping 
a  person  from  getting  price  supports.  The  repeal  of  this  amendment 
would  not  give  him  price  support  on  his  overplantings,  but  would  let 
him  go  along  with  his  ACP  payment. 
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Mr.  McConnell.  In  other  words,  this  is  a  conservation  measure 
and  has  no  particular  relation  to  price  support. 

Mr.  Hill.  Mr.  McConnell,  I  am  sure  you  understand  where  this 
amendment  came  from.  Mr.  Poage  and  i  both  opposed  it  in  confer¬ 
ence.  The  House  never  considered  this  for  a  minute.  It  was  only 
when  we  had  the  conference  report  back  on  the  floor  of  the  House, 
and  all  you  can  do  is  accept  or  reject  a  conference  report.  Frankly, 
this  was  slipped  in  the  bill  after  the  House  had  passed  it.  I  do  not 
know  whether  it  will  have  any  better  reception  over  in  the  conference 
than  it  had  before. 

I  think  I  know  what  our  subcommittee  will  do. 

Mr.  McConnell.  There  are  at  least  three  bills  in  the  Senate  on  the 
same  subject. 

Mr.  Poage.  Is  there  anything  further,  Mr.  McConnell? 

Mr.  McConnell.  No.  That  is  our  position  on  it. 

Mr.  Poage.  Mr.  Hope,  we  are  trying  in  this  subcommittee  to  start 
at  10  o’clock.  We  do  not  know  whether  we  shall  succeed  or  not. 
You  are  the  first  of  the  authors  to  arrive.  I  wonder  if  you  care  to 
be  heard  now. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CLIFFORD  R.  HOPE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  FIFTH  DISTRICT  OF  KANSAS 

Mr.  Hope.  I  should  like  very  much  to  be  heard,  because  I  shall 
have  to  leave  sometime  soon.  I  have  a  statement  I  should  like  to 
make  on  the  matter.  It  will  be  very  brief. 

I  am  interested,  of  course,  in  hearing  what  the  Department  has 
to  say. 

Mr.  Poage.  The  Department  has  already  said  it  is  in  favor  of 
repeal. 

Mr.  Hope.  That  is  what  I  understood. 

I  particularly  wish  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  something  which  you 
already  know  and  which  Mr.  Hill  knows,  because  we  were  all  three  on 
the  conference  committee  on  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954,  which 
considered  section  348  which  we  are  trying  to  repeal  at  this  time.  I 
believe  you  will  agree  with  the  statement  I  am  about  to  make,  that 
the  House  conferees  held  out  to  the  very  last  against  the  so-called 
Holland  amendment.  This  was  the  last  amendment  that  was  agreed 
to  in  the  bill. 

There  were  certain  circumstances  that  seemed  to  make  it  impossible 
for  us  to  get  that  amendment  out  of  the  bill,  but  we  were  all  against  it. 
I  am  against  it  as  a  matter  of  principle,  in  that  I  do  not  believe  we 
should  mingle  these  two  programs.  I  believe  the  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  crop  control  program  should  be  kept  separate.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  matter  of  conservation  is  too  important  to  be  tied  to  another 
program. 

I  do  not  mean  to  say  there  are  not  certain  considerations  which 
should  be  given  to  conservation  in  connection  with  the  crop  control 
program  or  that  that  program  should  not,  so  far  as  possible,  be 
framed  along  the  lines  of  good  farming.  Of  course,  we  all  want  that 
to  be  done,  but  I  do  not  believe  either  of  the  programs  should  be 
made  contingent  upon  the  other.  That  was  the  basis  of  my  opposi¬ 
tion  when  we  had  the  matter  up  in  the  conference  committee,  as  well 
as  now. 
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I  note  there  are  some  bills  before  the  committee  which  would  simply 
repeal  this  provision  as  it  relates  to  wheat.  Those  bills  no  doubt  have 
been  introduced  because  at  the  present  moment  the  effect  of  this 
legislation  appears  to  be  most  apparent  in  the  case  of  wheat  because 
of  the  15-acre  provision,  which  many  farmers  I  think  have  mistakenly 
construed  to  mean  that  they  are  in  compliance  with  acreage  allotments 
when  they  are  within  the  15-acre  limitation,  which  of  course  is  not 
true.  I  have  had  a  good  many  complaints  from  wheat  farmers,  not 
very  many  from  ray  own  State,  some  of  whom  think  there  is  an 
element  of  bad  faith  in  this  because  they  understood,  wrongly  of  course, 
that  if  they  did  not  plant  more  than  15  acres  they  were  in  compliance! 
Now  they  are  being  told  by  the  county  committees,  and  told  properly 
of  course,  that  they  are  not  eligible  for  conservation  payments  if  they 
have  planted  more  than  their  allotted  acres. 

I  am  mentioning  that  because  I  do  not  think  we  should  do  a  half-way 
job  on  this.  If  we  do  anything  about  the  matter  at  all— and  I  hope 
we  do  something— then  we  should  repeal  the  entire  provision. 

There  is  just  one  other  circumstance  to  which  I  wish  to  refer,  and 
that  is  that  there  has  been  in  the  law  for  many  years  a  provision  which 
related  only  to  cotton.  You  had  to  be  in  compliance  with  the  cotton 
acreage  allotments  in  order  to  receive  payments.  I  am  not  one  to 
argue  too  strongly  if  the  members  from  the  cotton-producing  areas 
wish  to  retain  that  provision.  Although  I  am  against  the  provision 
on  the  principle  of  any  crop  control  program,  since  it  has  been  in 
effect  a  great  many  years  and  apparently  without  causing  any  great 
difficulty  or  any  demand  for  its  repeal,  I  would  not  want  to  oppose 
making  an  exception  if  that  is  desirable  in  the  cotton-producing  area. 
But  I  would  prefer  that  the  committee  report  out  a  bill  which  flatly 
repeals  section  348. 

Air.  Poage.  Air.  Hope,  as  I  understand  it,  your  bill  does  not  affect 
that  cotton  provision. 

Mr.  Hope.  I  think  it  does.  I  was  not  sure  about  it,  myself,  but  I 
consulted  with  our  committee  counsel  this  morning,  who  tells  me  it 
does. 

Air.  Bass.  Air.  Chairman,  do  we  have  some  copies  of  the  bill  we 
are  discussing? 

Air.  Poage.  Yes.  Air.  Reid  will  distribute  copies.  We  are  discuss¬ 
ing  at  the  moment  Mr.  Hope’s  bill,  H.  R.  1573.  Air.  Avery’s  bill  is, 

I  believe,  absolutely  identical  with  Mr.  Hope’s  bill.  Then  we  have 

II  other  bills,  some  of  which  are  identical  and  some  of  which  contain 
slight  variations.  We  shall  of  course  listen  to  all  of  the  authors  who 
desire  to  be  heard,  and  shall  discuss  any  possible  differences  in  the  bills. 

I  do  want  us  to  have  it  clear  about  the  cotton  situation.  John,  it 
is  your  opinion  this  bill  does  repeal  the  cotton  provision  as  well  as  the 
Holland  amendment? 

Air.  Heimburger.  Yes,  it  would,  Air.  Chairman.  You  see,  sec¬ 
tion  348  of  the  act  was  the  one  which  was  amended  in  conference  to 
provide  this  situation.  Section  348  had  applied  only  to  cotton.  We 
rewrote  it  to  apply  to  all  crops.  If  we  now  repeal  the  section,  we  repeal 
the  application  of  this  principle  to  cotton. 

Air.  Poage.  Are.  there  any  questions  of  Air.  Hope?  If  not,  we 
thank  you,  and  will  excuse  you  as  a  witness,  Mr.  Hope.  We  invite 
you  now  to  sit  in  as  a  member  of  the  committee.  Mr.  Hope  is  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  subcommittee. 
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Mr.  Hope.  I  shall  do  that  as  long  as  I  can  remain. 

Mr.  Poage.  Mr.  Plope  is  a  member  of  this  subcommittee  so  he  will 
sit  with  us  here  as  a  member  of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Bass.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  arrived  late.  I  dislike  bringing  this 
up,  but  being  a  new  member  of  the  committee,  I  should  like  to  know 
exactly  what  the  bill  purports  to  do.  I  have  not  had  an  opportunity 
to  study  this  bill. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  wonder  if  we  cannot  save  a  little  time,  Mr.  Bass,  by 
simply  doing  this:  We  have  heard  the  Department  and  we  have  heard 
Mr.  Hope.  We  are  going  to  call  other  authors  of  bills.  There  are  12 
bills.  As  they  explain  their  bills,  I  wonder  if  they  will  not  answer  your 
question. 

Mr.  Bass.  I  should  like  them  to  because,  as  my  distinguished 
colleague  here  was  talking,  I  could  not  get  the  full  content  of  the  dis¬ 
cussion  because  I  am  not  familiar  with  the  act. 

Mr.  Poage.  Surely. 

Mr.  Bass.  I  might  be  called  on  to  vote,  and  I  wish  to  know  exactly 
what  it  is  we  are  considering. 

Mr.  Poage.  As  the  authors  discuss  their  bills,  I  think  they  will  { 
answer  your  question. 

I  am  going  to  call  Mr.  Avery  now,  who  I  believe  is  the  next  author  to 
speak. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  WILLIAM  H.  AVERY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  FIRST  DISTRICT  OF  KANSAS 

Mr.  Avery.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Poage. 

I  certainly  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be  heard  on  this  bill. 

I  especially  appreciate  the  opportunity,  Mr.  Chairman,  because  I 
think  the  only  time  I  have  ever  talked  to  you  has  been  when  you  were 
presiding  over  a  subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture.  I 
believe  the  last  time  was  out  at  Topeka  when  you  held  hearings  on 
what  we  then  called  the  Poage  bill,  which  later  was  substantially 
enacted  into  law  as  the  Hope- Aiken  bill. 

I  should  like  to  answer  Mr.  Bass’  question  so  we  can  all  start  off 
together  here. 

Section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  Mr.  Bass  and  other 
members  of  the  committee,  stated  that  any  farmer  who  had  not  met 
his  acreage  allotments,  as  set  out  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  { 
through  his  county  committee,  would  be  ineligible  for  any  incentive 
payments  for  soil  conservation  practices.  As  explained  by  the  coun¬ 
sel,  it  was  a  comprehensive  stipulation  that  included  all  crops. 

Originally,  as  I  understand  it,  it  applied  to  only  cotton;  but  section 
348  was  amended  so  it  applied  to  all  crops,  and  “all  crops”  takes  in 
the  metes  and  bounds  of  the  whole  United  States. 

I  want  to  endorse  everything  my  senior  colleague  from  Kansas  said. 

I  feel  a  little  humble  appearing  before  this  committee  on  the  same 
bill  on  the  same  day  that  he  does.  I  am  a  new  Congressman,  and  of 
course  he  has  been  here  for  more  than  one  term. 

There  are  three  points  I  should  like  to  make.  The  first  point  I 
think  Congressman  Hope  has  already  made:  The  conservation  program 
for  both  soil  and  water  should  stand  on  its  own  feet  and  should  not  be 
encumbered  by  any  restrictions  such  as  section  348  places  on  it.  I 
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will  not  go  into  that.  I  think  Congressman  Hope  pretty  well  covered 
that. 

I  might  say  that  I  think,  of  all  the  controversial  issues  in  Kansas, 
this  is  one  program  which  is  not  controversial  and  has  the  support 
and  good  will  and  the  conviction  of  almost  every  citizen  there. 

There  are  two  sidelights  I  should  like  to  bring  up  about  this.  They 
may  not  come  up  in  later  testimony.  In  the  first  place,  I  should 
like  to  state  that  I  do  not  look  upon  soil  conservation  payments  as 
strictly  a  subsidy  payment.  In  fact,  I  do  not  consider  it  a  subsidy 
payment  at  all.  I  think  probably  persons  not  directly  interested  in 
agriculture  tend  to  classify  it  as  just  another  subsidy.  In  my  opinion, 
it  is  not  a  payment  whereby  a  farmer  receives  any  direct  benefit  and’ 
beyond  that,  it  is  a  two-way  deal.  The  farmer  naturally  makes  a 
contribution.  Always  at  least  half  is  contributed  by  the  farmer 
himself.  He  recovers  that  in  a  long  period  of  years,  we  hope,  by 
increased  production. 

As  far  as  the  public  is  concerned,  it  is  an  altogether  different  proposi¬ 
tion.  It  is  an  investment,  and  not  a  subsidy,  to  my  way  of  thinking. 
By  that  I  mean  we  are  stabilizing  our  production  of  food  and  main¬ 
taining  the  fertility  of  our  soil,  not  for  those  of  us  who  are  here  now, 
but  for  generations  yet  to  come,  maybe  100  or  200  years  from  now. 
Because  of  that,  I  do  not  feel  that  this  should  be  classed  along  with  the 
subsidies  which  are  carried  and  usually  thought  of  in  the  agriculture 
program.  It  just  backs  up  what  has  already  been  said.  It  is  a 
program  which  stands  on  its  own  feet  and  should  not  be  classified  and 
considered  along  with  the  other  phases  of  the  program. 

Perhaps  that  is  a  little  intangible.  The  other  point  I  wish  to  make 
particularly  is  not  intangible  but  is  very  concrete. 

As  you  know,  in  the  Midwest — certainly,  Chairman  Poage,  you 
know — we  have  just  finished  a  3-year  drought  and  we  do  not  know 
for  sure - 

Mr.  Poage.  I  hope  we  have  finished  it. 

Mr.  Avery.  Maybe  we  are  just  starting  on  the  fourth  year,  and 
we  do  not  know  whether  we  are  out  of  it  yet.  In  northeast  Kansas, 
which  is  my  district,  and  I  think  in  most  of  Kansas,  practically  all  of 
the  water  conservation  work  and  practices  which  have  been  done 
have  been  as  a  result  of  the  incentive  payments  through  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  which  started  back  under  the  old  PMA.  Of 
course,  we  have  changed  the  alphabetic  designation  several  times,  but 
you  are  familiar  with  what  I  mean.  Of  course,  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  has  made  a  great  contribution  with  their  engineering,  but  they 
are  not  a  paying  agency  and  would  not  be  directly  affected  by  this 
amendment;  only  indirectly. 

I  think  we  cannot  overlook  that  much  water  conservation  work  has 
been  done  in  northeastern  Kansas.  We  are  in  a  relatively  high  rain¬ 
fall  area.  We  have  the  kind  of  terrain  which  is  natural  for  water 
conservation  work,  and  would  come  under  the  Soil  Conservation 
Division. 

We  are  an  area  of  small  farms.  This  might  be  argumentative, 
because  I  live  in  a  small-farm  area.  It  seems  to  me  that  small  farms 
have  felt  the  impact  of  these  rather  severe  acreage  allotments  more 
intensely  than  have  the  larger  farms.  They  have  more  alternatives 
on  the  larger  farms  than  we  have  where  we  have  only  80  acres  or  120 
acres  to  farm,  and  we  pretty  nearly  have  to  get  something  off  all  those 
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acres  in  order  to  be  able  to  meet  our  overhead,  besides  raising  a  family 
and  other  things,  which  a  farmer  likes  to  do,  too. 

With  this  restriction  placed  on  there,  I  will  not  say  it  will  stop  but 
it  will  certainly  retard  all  water  conservation  work  in  northeast 
Kansas. 

I  think  it  might  not  be  amiss  to  mention  that  the  original  Poage 
bill  or  Hope-Aiken  law — it  has  a  more  dignified  title  in  the  statutes, 
but  for  all  present  intents  you  know  what  I  am  referring  to — is  not  a 
complete  substitute  for  the  work  done  by  soil  conservation  and  the 
payments  made  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  It  is  a  substitute 
and  a  very  desirable  one,  but  it  does  not  take  the  place  of  it.  Perhaps 
it  was  the  idea  that  when  the  Hope-Aiken  bill  was  passed,  we  would 
not  miss  so  much  the  incentive  payments  by  the  Federal  Government 
for  water  conservation  work.  I  do  not  think  that  is  quite  the  true 
picture,  especially  in  my  district.  The  Hope-Aiken  bill  visualizes 
a  district  program,  which  is  fine.  I  testified  for  it.  I  am  for  it. 

In  Kansas  while  I  was  in  the  legislature,  we  worked  out  what  we 
call  a  Watershed  Act  to  set  up  the  local  authority  so  we  could  go 
ahead  and  work  with  the  Hope-Aiken  bill ;  but,  as  I  said,  that  visualizes 
a  district. 

The  problem  I  am  trying  to  get  at  is  the  man  down  on  his  individual 
farm.  He  may  be  ready  to  get  some  work  done.  Perhaps  the  district 
is  not  organized  yet,  or  perhaps  it  does  not  need  a  district.  Perhaps 
the  work  is  all  on  his  farm.  Unless  we  continue  this  work  by  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  encouraged  by  incentive  payments,  one 
fellow  is  going  to  get  left  out.  I  think  that  w'ould  be  most  unfortunate. 

I  testified  longer  than  I  had  planned.  Are  there  any  questions? 

Mr.  Poage.  We  appreciate  your  testimony. 

Has  anyone  a  question  for  Mr.  Avery?  If  there  are  no  questions, 
Mr.  Avery,  we  appreciate  your  testimony  and  thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Avery.  I  am  glad  to  be  here. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  believe  the  next  author  who  has  arrived  is  Mr.  Jones. 

Mr.  Jones.  I  see  Mr.  Christopher  is  here.  I  shall  be. here  with 
the  committee  anyway,  so  perhaps  he  should  be  heard  next. 

Mr.  Poage.  Mr.  Christopher,  you  have  exactly  the  same  bill. 

Mr.  Christopher  is  a  former  member  of  this  committee,  and  we  are 
glad  to  have  him  as  a  witness. 

Mr.  Jones.  He  is  a  dirt  farmer  from  Missouri,  too. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  GEORGE  H.  CHRISTOPHER,  A  REPRESENTA¬ 
TIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  FOURTH  DISTRICT  OF  MISSOURI 

Mr.  Christopher.  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  I  am  glad  to 
come  back  to  my  old  committee.  I  am  going  to  talk  to  you  for  just 
a  few  minutes.  Probably  there  is  not  a  man  here  who  does  not  know 
just  as  much  about  the  Holland  amendment  and  what  it  is  as  I  do. 
Perhaps  many  of  you  know  more  about  it  than  I  do.  I  am  sure  of 
one  thing.  If  it  is  allowed  to  stand,  it  will  cut  our  overall  participation 
over  the  Nation  at  least  a  million  and  a  half  farms,  and  we  cannot 
afford  to  lose  that.  If  we  take  the  ACP  payments  away  from  the 
farms  which  need  it  the  most,  that  is  another  bad  feature  of  it. 

I  do  not  care,  personally,  whether  you  cotton  boys  retain  it  or 
whether  you  let  it  go  clear  across  the  board.  Paul  Jones  has  the 
only  cotton  counties  in  my  State,  and  I  shall  leave  the  decision  con- 
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cerning  the  cotton  provision  entirely  up  to  the  boys  who  come  from 
cotton  sections.  If  they  wish  to  get  rid  of  it,  you  cotton  boys  can 
count  on  my  throwing  in  my  nickel’s  worth.  If  you  wish  to  retain 
it,  that  is  all  right.  I  shall  not  go  into  what  it  does,  because  you 
fellows  understand  that. 

I  tried  to  have  my  bill  drawn — I  said  "have  it  drawn.”  I  did. 
I  went  over  to  the  legal  counsel  and  had  it  drawn.  I  told  them  what  I 
wanted  to  do  and,  not  being  an  attorney,  I  left  it  up  to  them  to  do 
what  I  wanted  done.  I  would  like  to  see  that  bill  passed. 

I  am  not  speaking  of  my  bill  in  particular,  because  I  have  no 
pride  of  authorship,  and  I  should  be  glad  to  pool  my  nickel’s  worth 
with  any  of  you  other  boys  so  that  we  get  rid  of  the  Holland  amend¬ 
ment  as  it  applies  to  the  wheat  and  corn  country  at  least,  and  get 
rid  of  it  if  possible  by  the  1st  of  April  so  that  we  have  the  precompliance 
period  of  April  to  July,  July  to  October,  and  October  to  the  1st  of 
January,  in  which  the  farmers  could  participate  in  the  ACP  program 
and  get  what  little  assistance  they  can,  which  is  not  very  much  on 
a  small  farm. 

As  I  understand  the  Holland  amendment,  if  a  man  had  no  allot¬ 
ment  at  all  and  he  sold  1  acre  of  wheat  for  chicken  feed,  it  would 
bar  him  from  receiving  any  assistance  under  the  ACP  program. 

That  is  all  I  am  going  to  say  on  that,  except  that  I  want  to  work 
with  you  to  get  rid  of  that  amendment  as  quickly  and  easily  as  we  can. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Poage. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  thank  you,  Mr.  Christopher.  We  are  always 
happy  to  have  you  back  with  our  committee.  Come  back  and  visit  us. 

Mr.  Christopher.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  believe  Mr.  Jones  is  next.  I  am  trying  to  call  the 
witnesses  in  the  order  in  which  the  members  came  in.  I  want  to 
repeat,  I  may  be  late  tomorrow  morning,  but  this  subcommittee  is 
going  to  try  to  meet  on  time.  I  will  take  these  gentlemen  in  the 
order  in  which  they  came. 

Mr.  Bass.  I  want  to  endorse  that  program,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
very  much  in  favor  of  it,  and  I  wish  I  had  known  that  before  10 
o’clock  this  morning.  I  would  have  been  here.  I  have  been  accus¬ 
tomed  to  going  to  hearings  at  10  o’clock  and  waiting  until  10:30  for 
them  to  start.  I  thoroughly  appreciate  your  attitude,  and  I  assure 
you  I  will  be  here. 

Mr.  Poage.  Mr.  Jones,  you  may  proceed. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  PAUL  C.  JONES,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  TENTH  DISTRICT  OF  MISSOURI 

Mr.  Jones.  My  interest  in  introducing  any  bill  at  all  is  prompted, 
you  might  say,  by  just  one  instance,  and  I  think  it  was  a  misunder¬ 
standing  that  many  people  had.  I  think  even  Members  of  Congress 
who  supported  the  Plolland  amendment  may  have  been  confused  to 
the  extent  that  we  felt,  in  the  case  of  wheat  particularly,  that  where 
a  person  was  permitted  to  grow  15  acres  without  any  allotment,  he 
would  not  be  in  violation  for  overplanting.  Yet  I  think  it  was  over¬ 
looked  by  at  least  some  that  that  would  make  him  ineligible  for  his 
conservation  benefits. 

From  my  discussion  with  some  other  members  as  well  as  people 
in  my  area,  that  is  the  principal  thing  that  we  should  like  to  get  rid 
of  through  this  legislation. 
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The  bill  I  offer,  frankly,  is  the  bill  which  Mr.  Christopher  and  Mr. 
Hope  and  others  had  already  introduced,  with  just  a  slight  change  in 
wording.  I  think  they  all  strike  at  the  same  practice. 

As  far  as  cotton  is  concerned,  I  think  the  reason  that  was  put  in 
there  originally  was  as  an  additional  penalty  on  those  who  might  be 
inclined  to  overplant  cotton,  and  the  cotton  producers  were,  I  think, 
most  interested  in  seeing  a  strict  compliance  with  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  in  order  that  we  could  keep  our  program  operating  as  efficiently 
as  possible.  I  know  at  least  in  my  section  we  had  some  people  who 
might  have  been  inclined  to  overplant  and  to  accept  the  penalty  for 
overplanting,  but  who  in  their  other  farm  operations  were  kept  in  line 
by  the  fact  that  they  might  not  obtain  the  ACP  payments. 

That  would  be  a  debatable  question  even  now,  and  I  think  that  is 
one  thing  our  committee  will  have  to  consider.  My  only  purpose  is 
to  try  to  get  this  question  before  the  full  committee  so  we  can  deter¬ 
mine  at  that  time  what  would  be  best.  I  know  I  would  be  agreeable, 
and  I  feel  that  most  of  the  others  would  be  agreeable,  to  trying  to 
work  out  a  plan  which  would  permit  at  least  15  acres  of  wheat, 
restricted  to  feed,  without  having  to  suffer  the  penalty.  I  think  that 
is  what  we  are  trying  to  get  at  in  this  bill.  That  is  my  purpose. 

Mr.  Poage.  Are  there  any  questions  of  Mr.  Jones? 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Jones. 

Mr.  Johnson,  I  do  not  know  whether  you  have  a  bill  here.  I  do 
not  have  a  copy  of  your  bill. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  LESTER  R.  JOHNSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 

IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  NINTH  DISTRICT  OF  WISCONSIN 

Mr.  Johnson.  I  happen  to  be  here  this  morning  because  I  am 
interested  in  conservation.  I  called  your  office,  but  the  line  was  busy, 
so  I  did  not  know  what  the  hearing  was  taking  up. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  are  glad  to  have  you  here,  but  I  did  not  know 
whether  or  not  you  had  a  bill. 

Mr.  Johnson.  I  have  a  bill  on  the  same  subject,  which  is  the  same 
as  Mr.  Hope’s  bill. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  shall  be  glad  to  hear  from  you. 

Mr.  Johnson.  We  in  Wisconsin  are  not  interested  from  the  wheat 
angle,  but  we  are  interested  from  the  corn  angle.  Most  of  our  corn 
is  raised  for  silage  corn,  and  the  extra  corn  which  is  being  raised  is 
being  used  to  feed  dairy  cattle. 

In  my  district  I  think  very  little  of  our  corn  is  ever  sold.  It  is  all 
fed  right  on  the  farm,  and  our  farmers  complain  that  they  are  being 
penalized  on  their  acreage  where  they  want  it  for  feed  and  silage. 
That  is  why  they  think  it  is  unfair  to  them  in  their  operations,  and 
that  is  why  they  are  for  repeal. 

We  are  willing  to  go  along  just  as  the  other  members  who  have 
testified;  if  the  cotton  fellows  want  to  keep  it,  we  in  Wisconsin  have  no 
objection. 

Mr.  Poage.  Are  there  any  questions  of  Mr.  Johnson? 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Johnson. 

Now,  Mr.  Polk,  you  have  a  bill. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JAMES  G.  POLK,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  SIXTH  DISTRICT  OF  OHIO 

Mr.  Polk.  For  the  reporter,  I  am  James  G.  Polk,  representing  the 
Sixth  Congressional  District  of  Ohio. 

Gentlemen,  I  should  like  to  call  your  attention  to  a  situation  which 
exists  in  1  of  my  9  counties.  The  same  situation  exists  in  the  other  8, 
but  I  do  not  have  the  figures  for  the  other  8. 

In  Brown  County,  Ohio,  there  are  1,800  wheat  farms,  and  there 
are  3,000  corn  farms.  There  are  271  farms  having  an  allotment  of 
over  15  acres  of  wheat,  and  there  are  1,529  farms  with  less  than  15- 
acre  allotments. 

Under  the  Holland  amendment,  if  any  one  of  these  1,529  farmers 
grows  more  than  his  allotment,  if  he  grows  up  to  the  15-acre  allotment 
that  lie  is  entitled  to  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  he  loses 
his  agricultural  conservation  payments. 

Do  I  make  myself  clear?  Remember,  I  am  in  an  area  of  small 
farms  and,  as  I  have  indicated  here,  in  this  one  county  there  are  1,529 
wheat  farmers  who  have  allotments  of  less  than  15  acres.  Under 
the  program  as  it  is  now  set  up,  every  one  of  those  1,529  farmers 
would  be  precluded  from  receiving  any  agricultural  conservation 
program  benefits. 

Mr.  Hope.  Will  you  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  Polk.  Surely. 

Mr.  Hope.  Of  course,  they  would  not  unless  they  had  planted 
more  than  their  allotment.  They  had  not  all  planted  up  to  the  15 
acres,  had  they? 

Mr.  Polk.  Many  of  them  have.  You  must  remember  that  many 
of  these  allotments  are  only  3,  4,  and  5-acre  allotments. 

Mr.  Hope.  I  know.  I  am  in  thorough  sympathy  with  your  posi¬ 
tion,  and  so  stated  earlier  in  my  statement  as  far  as  that  is  concerned. 
Of  course,  I  think  there  is  another  element  in  there,  and  that  is  that 
most  of  the  farmers  misunderstood  and  do  now  misunderstand  the 
nature  of  the  15-acre  provision,  in  that  they  think  they  are  in  com¬ 
pliance  if  they  plant  less  than  15  acres,  which,  of  course,  they  are  not. 
They  are  not  in  compliance  so  far  as  the  price-support  program  is 
concerned,  but  they  can  sell  what  they  produce  on  15  acres  or  less 
without  paying  a  penalty  when  the  marketing  quotas  are  on.  They 
do  not  realize  that  they  are  not  actually  in  compliance,  and  I  think 
this  thing  has  hit  them  pretty  hard  when  they  have  been  told  by  the 
county  committees  that  they  are  not  in  compliance  and  therefore  are 
affected  by  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Polk.  I  appreciate  your  suggestion,  Mr.  Hope.  That  is 
certainly  true.  So  I  hope  that  this  committee  will  favorably  report 
out  some  of  the  bills.  I  introduced  H.  R.  1832.  I  know  there  are  a 
number  of  other  bills  introduced.  As  other  witnesses  have  said,  I 
have  no  pride  of  authorship.  If  this  committee  decides  to  write  up 
another  bill,  that  is  perfectly  all  right  with  me.  I  do  feel  that  it  is 
something  which  should  be  acted  upon  very  quickly,  because  planting 
time  is  coming  on  us  in  many  areas  of  the  country.  It  is  something 
which  demands  quick  action. 

I  certainly  hope  your  committee  will  favorably  consider  this  subject. 
I  believe  it  is  one  of  the  most  urgent  problems  we  have  facing  us  at 
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this  particular  time,  because  it  affects  so  many  of  the  small  farmers. 
The  big  farmers  are  not  affected  so  seriously  as  the  small  farmers. 

Are  there  any  questions? 

Mr.  Poage.  Does  anyone  care  to  ask  Mr.  Polk  a  question? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Mr.  Polk,  I  have  heard,  not  from  my  district  but 
from  other  parts  of  the  United  States,  that  a  large  number  of  people 
growing  wheat  for  poultry  feed  are  being  affected  by  this. 

Mr.  Polk.  I  am  glad  you  mentioned  that,  Mr.  Johnson,  because 
it  is  particularly  true  in  my  area  that  much  of  the  wheat  and  much  of 
the  corn  on  these  small  farms  is  all  fed  on  the  farm.  In  many  instances 
there  is  no  marketing  of  the  feed  grains.  They  are  fed  on  the  farm. 
For  that  reason,  it  is  a  problem  which  is  very,  very  serious  with  these 
farmers,  and  they  lose  all  of  their  agricultural  conservation  benefits. 

Mr.  Bass.  I  would  like  to  ask  one  question.  You  are  from  the 
State  of  Ohio.  Has  the  administration  of  the  soil-conservation  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  past  few  years  met  with  the  general  approval  of  the  people 
of  your  State? 

Mr.  Polk.  You  are  speaking  of  soil  conservation? 

Mr.  Bass.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Polk.  We  have  two  programs.  We  have  the  agricultural 
conservation  program,  which  is  a  little  different  from  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  program. 

Mr.  Bass.  They  are  interlocking,  though. 

Mr.  Polk.  There  is  some  interlocking. 

I  would  say  that  the  ACP  program  has  been  more  satisfactory 
generally  than  the  regular  soil-conservation  program;  that  the  actual 
soil-conservation  program  has  not  reached  enough  farmers,  while  the 
ACP  has  reached  a  great  proportion,  particularly  of  the  smaller 
farmers.  The  larger  farmers  have  been  able  to  take  advantage  of  the 
soil-conservation  program  where  they  have  organized  soil-conserva¬ 
tion  districts  and  have  worked  out  very  elaborate  programs  for  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service.  The  ACP  has  benefited  our  farmers  very 
largely  with  reference  to  lime.  We  are  in  an  area  where  there  is  much 
soil  acidity,  and  there  is  much  leaching  of  lime  from  the  soil.  We 
need  to  have  an  application  of  ground  limestone  regularly  throughout 
our  area.  We  receive  the  lime  payments  under  the  ACP  program, 
which  is  being  eliminated  by  the  so-called  Holland  amendment. 

Mr.  Poage.  Any  further  questions?  If  not,  we  thank  you  so  much, 
Mr.  Polk. 

Mr.  Polk.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Poage.  Mr.  Lovre  I  believe  introduced  a  bill  ahead  of  all  the 
rest  of  us,  so  we  would  be  glad  to  hear  you,  Mr.  Lovre. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  HAROLD  0.  LOVRE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  SOUTH  DAKOTA 

Mr.  Lovre.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  have  been  told  not  to  press  a  matter  when  your  case  is  won.  I 
think  this  case  is  already  won,  so  certainly  I  am  not  going  to  press  it 
any  further. 

I  was  told  by  our  State  administrator  that  in  1954,  only  40  percent 
of  our  corn  farmers  complied  with  the  allotment  program.  That 
being  true,  if  this  particular  amendment  is  permitted  to  stand,  it  will 
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mean  that  60  percent  of  our  corn  farmers  will  be  denied  ACP  benefits. 
I  do  not  think  the  two  programs  should  be  tied  together,  and  definitely 
I  am  of  the  opinion  that  this  bill  should  pass. 

Mr.  Poage.  Are  there  any  questions  of  Mr.  Lovre?  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Lovre. 

Is  there  any  other  Member  of  the  Congress  here  to  testify? 

Mr.  Watts.  I  should  like  to  make  a  statement. 

Mr.  Poage.  Mr.  Watts  wishes  to  make  a  statement. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JOHN  C.  WATTS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  SIXTH  DISTRICT  OF  KENTUCKY 

Mr.  Watts.  Mr.  Chairman,  while  I  am  not  a  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  this  proposition  ties  itself  in  with  two  cardinal  objectives 
the  farmers  of  our  country  are  trying  to  achieve.  It  works  at  cross 
purposes  with  both  of  them  to  a  certain  extent. 

One  of  the  things  we  are  attempting  to  achieve,  as  I  see  it,  is  the 
reduction  of  surpluses  and  the  reduction  of  production  as  much  as  we 
can.  If  this  payment  is  a  payment  to  the  individual  himself,  I  see  no 
sound  basis  for  stimulating  his  total  production  and  permitting  him 
to  draw  the  payments.  Of  course,  looking  at  it  as  a  soil-conservation 
payment  for  the  perpetuation  of  the  fertility  of  our  soil,  it  is  not  fair 
to  penalize  the  soil  for  what  the  individual  does.  I  have  had  a  number 
of  resolutions  from  the  different  farm  bureaus  and  tobacco  groups  in 
Kentucky,  who  think  quite  a  bit  of  the  Holland  amendment  because 
they  feel  that  it  has  a  tendency  to  curtail  the  production  of  excesses. 
We  do  now  have  a  termendous  surplus  of  tobacco  on  our  hands.  It 
was  my  hope  that  an  amendment  could  be  worked  out  in  some  way 
so  as  to  relieve  the  situation  of  those  people  who  were  permitted  under 
the  law  to  raise  15  acres  of  wheat,  who  are  allowed  to  do  so  and  should 
not  be  penalized  for  it. 

I  am  familiar  with  the  situation  of  the  tobaccomen  in  Maryland. 
They  voted  out  their  quotas,  but  at  the  same  time  the  Department 
carries  them  on  a  quota  basis.  I  definitely  feel  that  where  quotas 
have  been  voted  out,  this  provision  should  not  prevail. 

I  can  also  see  reasonable  ground  for  saying  that  where  the  production 
of  grains  for  feed,  like  corn,  or  silage  corn,  is  produced  solely  for  con¬ 
sumption  on  the  farm,  perhaps  the  penalty  should  not  be  imposed  on 
the  farmers. 

As  I  said  before,  I  can  see,  further,  that  if  you  consider  it  strictly  as 
a  payment  for  the  benefit  of  the  soil,  it  is  not  right  to  penalize  that 
soil  in  future  generations  for  what  one  farmer  might  do  while  he  has 
possession  of  it. 

If  the  bill  could  be  amended  in  some  way  so  as  to  take  care  of  all 
the  extraordinary  situations  that  do  arise  where  it  works  a  real  hard¬ 
ship,  and  at  the  same  time  keep  that  curb  on  the  tendency  to  over¬ 
produce,  I  should  think  that  would  be  a  fine  solution. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Watts. 

Are  there  any  questions  of  Mr.  Watts?  If  not,  I  should  like  to 
point  out  that  Mr.  Earl  Wilson,  who  is  the  author  of  H.  R.  1859,  has 
submitted  a  statement,  and  I  will  ask  now  that  that  statement  be 
made  a  part  of  the  record.  Without  objection,  it  will  be  made  a  part 
of  the  record. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  EARL  WILSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  INDIANA 

Regarding  H.  R.  1859  which  I  introduced  on  January  10,  1955,  in 
behalf  of  the  farmers  of  my  Indiana  Ninth  Congressional  District  in 
particular,  and  in  behalf  of  all  Americans  in  general,  may  I  make  these 
points: 

First,  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 
which  H.  R.  1859  would  repeal,  was  a  hurriedly  passed  amendment  in 
the  closing  days  of  the  83d  Congress.  I  am  sure  it  was  not  properly 
noticed  by  a  number  of  farm  State  legislators,  and  I  am  sure  it  was 
not  given  a  full  measure  of  consideration  by  others. 

Second,  section  348  would  automatically  deny  ACP  assistance  to 
any  farmer  who  knowingly  harvests  any  basic  agricultural  commodity 
on  his  farm  which  has  been  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  be  in  excess  of  the  acreage  allotment  for  such  commodity. 

Third,  while  this  measure  probably  would  not  be  hurtful  to  nonedible 
commodities  such  as  cotton,  it  certainly  would  be  hurtful  to  corn  and 
wheat  farmers  of  Indiana  and  elsewhere  in  the  country  who  grow  those 
grains  on  their  farms  for  consumption  by  their  own  livestock. 

Fourth,  to  deny  midwestern  farmers — and  Indiana  is  in  the  heart 
of  the  Nation’s  richest  farmland — would  jeopardize  the  productivity 
of  their  land,  which  land  actually  is  our  country’s  greatest  asset  in 
time  of  war  or  in  time  of  peace.  This  is  particularly  true  in  this 
period  when  our  national  population  is  growing  at  a  rate  of  several 
millions  per  year. 

I  submit  that  we  must  do  everything  to  preserve  the  fertility  and 
productivity  of  this  God-given  heritage,  the  soil  of  America.  To 
retain  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  is  a  step  in  the 
opposite  direction.  Let  us  repeal  it  forthwith. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  should  like  also  to  note  for  the  record  that  Melvin 
Laird,  the  author  of  H.  R.  2415,  called  me  yesterday  afternoon  and 
advised  me  that  he  would  necessarily  be  out  of  town  this  morning, 
and  asked  that  I  express  his  interest  in  this  legislation.  I  know  we 
are  all  glad  to  know  that  he  is  interested  in  it. 

We  have  bills  which  have  been  presented  bv  the  Honorable  E.  Y. 
Berry,  the  Honorable  James  M.  Quigley,  the  Honorable  Morgan  M. 
Moulder,  the  Honorable  Myron  George,  the  Honorable  Carl  Albert, 
the  Honorable  Watkins  M.  Abbitt.  They  have  also  presented  bills 
on  this  same  subject  but  are  not  here  this  morning. 

Mr.  Koch,  did  you  wish  to  testify  on  this  matter? 

Mr.  Robert  M.  Koch  (executive  secretary,  National  Agricultural 
Limestone  Institute,  Inc.,  Washington,  D.  C.).  I  do  not  believe  so. 
Thank  you  just  the  same. 

Mr.  Poage.  Does  the  Department  have  anything  further? 

Mr.  McConnell.  In  the  light  of  what  I  have  heard,  I  should  like 
to  make  this  one  further  statement. 

If  there  is  anybody  in  the  United  States  who  is  concerned  with 
surpluses,  it  is  certainly  the  Department  and  the  portion  of  the 
Department  with  which  I  am  connected.  It  is  my  considered  judg¬ 
ment,  after  studying  this  matter,  that  all  the  power  that  can  be 
brought  to  bear  on  the  objective  of  holding  down  overproduction  is 
in  the  acreage  allotments,  backed  up  by  marketing  quotas,  and  any¬ 
thing  else  you  do,  like  this  measure,  does  not  add  to  that.  In  other 
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words,  you  do  a  lot  of  work,  go  to  a  lot  of  expense,  create  a  lot  of 
hardships  which  have  no  relation  to  the  overproduction.  That  is  my 
one  point.  We  feel  that  it  will  not  change  that  pattern  materially. 

I  have  never  seen  anything  that  has  stirred  up  farmers  in  the 
Northeast  as  this  thing  has.  You  spoke  of  tobacco  in  Maryland  and 
also  in  Pennsylvania. 

After  listening  to  the  testimony,  I  still  feel  that  in  the  interest  of 
eliminating  cost  and  irritation,  which  do  not  achieve  its  end,  the 
Department  would  like  repeal  of  the  bill. 

One  other  thing  on  the  cotton  deal.  The  Department  has  no 
particular  position  on  that,  if  the  cotton  people  want  it.  We  have 
never  heard  a  single  complaint  that  I  know  of  from  the  South  on 
this  provision,  which  has  been  in  there  for  years. 

Mr.  Jones.  You  mean  the  cotton  provision? 

Mr.  McConnell.  Yes.  The  reason  was  because  the  market  quota 
was  working,  and  not  this.  The  minute  you  put  it  in  the  rest  of  the 
country,  all  hell  broke  loose.  It  really  did. 

Mr.  Johnson.  1  did  not  get  that.  What  did  you  say  was  the  reason 
you  had  no  complaint  from  the  cotton  people? 

Mr.  Poage.  We  have  always  been  under  quotas  rather  than  just 
acreage  allotments. 

Mr.  McConnell.  The  marketing  quota  was  really  the  thing. 

Mr.  Watts.  It  is  because  of  tobacco  that  our  folks  take  the  position 
they  do.  I  do  not  know  what  the  tobacco  folks  at  home  feel  about  it. 
I  assume  if  you  are  going  to  write  this  bill  so  as  to  exclude  the  cotton 
people — I  am  not  saying  you  are — if  the  tobacco  people  as  a  whole 
should  determine  that  they  wanted  the  same  provision  retained  for 
them  that  the  cotton  peopie  have,  that  would  have  to  be  considered. 
The  tobacco  boys  will  have  to  see  what  they  have  in  their  mind  about 
it. 


Mr.  Johnson.  I  wish  to  ask  the  man  from  the  Department  one 
question. 

Are  you  finding  that  you  are  creating  a  great  hardship  in  the  tobacco 
country? 


Mr.  McConnell.  No,  not  where  they  have  marketing  quotas. 
Those  are  the  ones  that  are  doing  the  job  of  control. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Tobacco  is  grown  in  Wisconsin,  but  not  in  my  dis¬ 
trict.  It  is  in  the  southern  part  of  the  State. 

Mr.  McCoNNELL^.The  two  tobacco  areas  which  are  complaining: 
about  jjLnarticularlv  are~Ttot  ones  that  have  held  a  referendum  and 
voted  not  to  have  price  supports. 

'Air.  "Fuatje.  TllcTpeople  who  have  acreage  allotments  but  not  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  are  the  ones  who  are  being  hurt. 

Mr.  Hill  has  had  to  leave,  and  he  asked  us  to  proceed,  but  I  think 
it  would  be  well  for  us  to  hold  off  and  not  have  an  executive  session 
on  this  today.  If  it  meets  with  your  approval,  I  will  call  an  executive 
meeting  of  the  committee  in  my  office  Tuesday  morning  at  10  o’clock, 
with  the  thought  that  in  the  meantime  we  will  notify,  and  I  will  ask 
the  clerk  to  notify,  each  member  of  the  full  committee  that  the  sub¬ 
committee  has  met,  has  heard  testimony  on  this  bill,  and  is  ready  to 
act  on  it,  but  that,  we  are  advised  there  might  be  some  question  raised 
by  the  cotton  and  tobacco  growers;  and  if  anybody  has  any  question, 
we  want  them  to  present  it  by  Tuesday  morning. 
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If  there  are  witnesses  who  want  to  be  heard,  we  can  then  have  an 
open  session.  If  not,  we  can  have  an  executive  session  Tuesday 
morning. 

Does  that  meet  with  the  approval  of  the  subcommittee  members? 

Mr.  Hope.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  understand  Mr.  McConnell’s  posi¬ 
tion,  it  seems  it  is  a  self-evident  fact  that  as  far  as  cotton  and  tobacco 
are  concerned,  it  does  not  make  much  difference. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  do  not  think  it  does,  either. 

Mr.  Hope.  It  is  just  Tweedledee  or  Tweedledum  whether  we  have 
it  in  or  out,  as  far  as  the  actual  effect  of  it  is  concerned. 

While  I  do  not  think  it  should  be  a  part  of  the  legislation  and  would 
like  to  see  it  taken  out  altogether  just  as  a  matter  of  principle,  I 
certainly  would  have  no  objection  if  the  cotton  and  tobacco  people 
want  to  continue  the  Holland  amendment  with  respect  to  those  two 
commodities.  Yet.  I  do  not  see  why  it  is  of  any  importance  to  them, 
really. 

Mr.  Poage.  Mr.  Hope,  as  one  who  is  interested  deeply  in  cotton, 
I  do  not  see  that  it  makes  any  difference  to  us,  either.  If  we  will 
postpone  action  until  Tuesday  morning  and  give  everyone  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  make  any  protest,  if  they  have  any,  we  can  then  take  it 
up  Tuesday  morning  if  they  do  have  a  protest.  If  they  have  not, 
we  can  proceed  to  act. 

Mr.  Bass.  Mr.  Chairman,  speaking  as  a  member  of  the  committee 
who  comes  from  a  cotton  and  tobacco  district — wheat  and  corn  and 
all  of  that  we  have  in  my  district,  but  principally  tobacco  and  cotton 
as  a  money  crop — I  do  not  believe  that  either  the  cotton  people  or 
the  tobacco  people  seriously  object  to  the  amendment  which  restricts 
the  payment,  because  they  are  primarily  interested  in  keeping  the 
production  of  both  those  commodities  down  to  a  minimum  so  that 
the  overall  program  works  better. 

If  repeal  would  tend  to  stimulate  interest  and  the  overproduction 
of  wheat  and  create  additional  surpluses  in  that  particular  part  of 
our  program,  then  I  believe  the  cotton  and  tobacco  people  would 
object,  on  the  theory  that  the  wheat  people  should  bring  their  pro¬ 
gram  in  strict  compliance  just  as  much  as  the  tobacco  and  cotton 
people  do.  I  think  that  would  be  their  only  objection  to  it,  looking 
at  the  overall  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act.  I  do  not  think  there 
would  be  anv  selfish  reason  for  their  disagreeing,  because  I  know 
they  are  vitally  interested  in  keeping  the  production  of  those  two 
commodities  down  to  a  minimum. 

Mr.  Poage.  Do  you  not  think  the  only  thing  to  do  is  to  wait  and 
give  them  this  opportunity  Tuesday  morning? 

Mr.  Bass.  That  is  very  satisfactory  to  me.  I  think  that  is  a  good 
idea,  so  they  will  have  time  to  make  their  position  clear. 

Mr.  Watts.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  putting  it  off  is  excellent.  The 
tobacco  people  who  have  corresponded  with  me  are  merely  interested 
in  the  tobacco  phase.  They  feel  every  impediment  possible  should 
be  thrown  in  the  way  of  overproduction.  We  have  tobacco  running 
out  our  ears.  The  farmers  who  are  living  within  the  program  hate 
to  see  the  farmer  next  door  violate  the  tobacco  program  and  get  a 
premium  for  it. 

I  do  not  know  what  the  complications  would  be  in  administering 
it  for  tobacco  without  cotton.  If  it  has  been  administered  for  years 
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with  cotton  out,  I  do  not  see  why  it  should  not  be  continued  for 
tobacco. 

I  am  speaking  just  for  myself  and  my  growers.  Mr.  Polk  might 
have  a  different  idea.  1  think  if  he  would  talk  to  his  tobacco  people, 
they  are  not  in  favor  of  people  exceeding  their  tobacco  quota.  We 
have  taken  too  many  cuts  in  tobacco  as  it  is,  to  encourage  over¬ 
production  in  any  sense;  is  that  not  true,  Mr.  Polk? 

Air.  Polk.  As  far  as  1  know,  the  tobacco  people  in  my  area  do  not 
feel  that  the  ACP  program  has  anything  to  do  with  the  overproduction 
of  tobacco.  My  people  are  very  much  interested  in  having  the 
Holland  amendment  taken  out. 

In  the  county  that  I  mentioned  a  while  ago,  Brown  County,  Ohio, 
there  are  2,500  tobacco  farmers  and,  as  far  as  I  know  from  talking 
with  them  last  fall,  they  were  all  very  much  disturbed  about  the 
Holland  amendment  and  were  very  anxious  to  have  it  removed. 
They  felt  that  because  of  its  adverse  elfect  on  soil  conservation, 
about  which  our  Ohio  farmers  are  very  deeply  concerned,  the  Holland 
amendment  should  be  removed  in  the  interest  of  soil  conservation, 
and  they  felt  it  would  have  no  effect  on  the  tobacco  crop. 

Mr.  Bass.  The  farmers  of  Tennessee  are  interested  in  soil  conserva¬ 
tion.  I  have  found  farmers  have  been  more  disturbed  in  my  area  in 
the  past  year  over  some  of  the  attempts  being  made  to  destroy  the 
soil-conservation  program  than  they  have  been  about  any  other 
phase  of  farming  in  the  past  20  years. 

Mr.  Polk.  I  think  that  is  true  in  Ohio. 

Mr.  Bass.  Certainly  we  do  not  want  to  do  anything  which  will 
hinder  the  soil-conservation  program — one  of  the  greatest  programs 
ever  instituted  by  the  Federal  Government  with  reference  to  farming 
in  my  lifetime. 

Mr.  Poage.  If  everyone  will  discuss  these  problems  with  their  own 
folks,  they  will  have  an  opportunity,  if  there  is  any  objection  on  the 
part  of  any  segment,  to  present  it  Tuesday  morning.  I  assure  you, 
if  there  is  objection,  we  will  go  into  open  hearing  Tuesday  morning 
and  let  them  present  their  objections. 

Is  there  any  further  matter  to  come  before  the  subcommittee 
this  morning? 

If  not,  the  subcommittee  will  adjourn,  to  meet  at  10  o’clock  Tuesday 
morning,  in  room  1526,  House  Office  Building. 

(The  following  statement  was  submitted  to  the  committee:) 

Statement  of  Hon.  E.  Y.  Beery,  a  Representative  in  Conoress  From 

the  State  of  South  Dakota 

1  am  Representative  E.  Y.  Berry  of  the  Second  Congressional  District  of  South 
Dakota.  I  wish  to  emphasize  today  my  strong  support  of  my  bill,  H.  R.  32,  to 
repeal  certain  restrictions  imposed  by  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954  on  payments 
under  the  agricultural  conservation  program,  and  any  identical  bills  that  are 
under  consideration  by  your  committee. 

Under  the  present  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended  by  section  311  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954,  conservation  practices 
are  being  discouraged. 

Mr.  C.  B.  Quam,  administrative  officer  of  the  South  Dakota  ASC  committee, 
informs  me  that  during  1954  compliance  with  the  corn  allotment  program  will 
be  only  about  40  percent.  In  other  words,  60  percent  of  the  farmers  in  the  com¬ 
mercial  corn  area  in  South  Dakota  will  have  overplanted  their  allotment.  These 
farmers  will  have  lost  their  price  support  protection,  but  during  1954  they  were 
still  eligible  to  receive  Federal  cost-sharing  payments  under  the  agricultural 
conservation  program. 
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However,  because  of  the  enactment  of  scetion  311  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1954,  during  the  year  1955  these  same  farmers  will  not  be  eligible  for  ACP  pay¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  Quam  goes  on  to  report  that  the  general  feeling  of  the  farmers  in  South 
Dakota  is  that  the  price-support  program  should  not  be  tied  in  with  the  AC 
program.  In  his  letter  to  me  under  date  of  December  3,  1954,  he  wrote  as  follows: 

“Under  the  price-support  program,  the  producer  is  being  guaranteed  greater 
returns  for  his  product  and  he  receives  a  direct  monetary  benefit:  but  in  the  case 
of  the  Federal  cost-sharing  in  the  AC  program  the  producer  must  contribute  out 
of  his  own  pocket  not  less  than  50  percent  of  the  cost  of  carrying  out  the  practice. 
The  benefits  accruing  from  the  conservation  practices  may  not  be  of  a  monetary 
benefit  to  him  immediately,  in  fact  it  may  take  several  years  before  he  realizes 
any  financial  benefit  from  the  practices  carried  out;  but  the  consumers  of  the 
United  States  are  assured  that  the  benefits  of  the  soil  and  water  conservation 
program  will  insure  to  them  a  plentiful  supply  of  food  and  fiber  from  the  farms 
and  ranches  of  America. 

“Therefore,  it  is  the  contention  of  the  farmers  that  the  Federal  cost  sharing 
should  not  be  tied  in  with  price  supports  and  if  a  farmer  does  not  stay  within  his 
allotment  of  wheat  or  corn,  he  should  not  be  declared  ineligible  for  cost  sharing 
in  the  AC  program.” 

I  have  also  been  contacted  by  numerous  individuals  throughout  the  State  of 
South  Dakota  who  have  written  to  me  and  sent  resolutions  emphasizing  that  the 
existing  regulation  which  rescinds  cost-sharing  payments  where  allotments  are 
exceeded  has  the  effect  of  discouraging  establishment  of  good,  sound  soil-conserva¬ 
tion  practices. 

In  conclusion,  I  wish  to  again  emphasize  my  position  in  support  of  this  proposed 
legislation  that  would  repeal  the  enactment  of  section  311  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  of  presenting  my  views. 

(Whereupon,  at  11a.  m.,  the  hearing  was  recessed  until  10  a.  m.r 
Tuesday,  February  8,  1955.) 
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TUESDAY,  FEBRUARY  8,  1955 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Conservation  and  Credits 

of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington ,  D.  C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10  a.  m.,  pursuant  to  call,  in  room  1014, 
New  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  W.  R.  Poage,  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  presiding. 

Mr.  Poage.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

I  believe  we  have  a  quorum  here. 

On  Friday,  we  heard  some  16  bills  to  repeal  the  so-called  Holland 
amendment.  At  that  time  all  of  the  statements  were  in  favor  of  repeal 
except  that  Mr.  Watts  of  Kentucky  raised  the  question  that  the  repeal 
as  set  out  in  the  bills  would  repeal  a  provision  of  the  cotton  law  which 
has  been  there  for  a  long  time;  long  before  the  Holland  amendment  was 
there.  In  other  words,  the  cotton  law  has  in  effect  had  the  provisions 
of  the  Holland  amendment  in  it  in  years  past. 

I  have  not  been  able  to  find  anybody  from  the  cotton  area  that 
knew  any  reason  why  we  should  continue  that  provision.  I  do  not 
know  how  it  helps  anybody  in  the  cotton  area.  We  have  compliance 
not  because  one  woidd  lose  his  soil-conservation  payments  if  he  did 
not  comply,  but  because  he  would  be  penalized  to  the  extent  of  half 
the  value  of  his  crop  if  he  did  not  comply. 

As  I  have  seen  it,  that  has  been  the  controlling  factor  in  getting 
compliance  with  the  cotton  law.  We  are  under  marketing  quotas. 
I  think  we  will  continue  to  be.  I  think  when  you  are  under  marketing 
quotas,  the  Holland  amendment  has  no  effect  because  the  quotas  will 
be*controlling  anyhow.  It  is  when  you  are  under  acreage  allotments 
only  and  have  no  specific  sanction  for  exceeding  your  allotments  that 
the  Holland  amendment  becomes  an  effective  instrumentality. 

As  I  suggested  before  you  came,  Mr.  Watts,  you  raised  the  question 
that  the  cotton  people  might  want  to  have  the  Holland  amendment. 
We  suggested  that  we  would  hold  a  meeting  here  today,  and  give  any¬ 
body  who  felt  that  they  wanted  to  keep  the  Holland  amendment  either 
on  cotton,  tobacco,  or  anything  else,  an  opportunity  to  come  in. 

Mr.  Watts  is  here.  If  you  want  to  make  a  statement,  we  will  be 
glad  to  hear  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JOHN  C.  WATTS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  KENTUCKY 

Mr.  Watts.  I  made  my  statement  the  other  day.  I  had  a  petition 
from  some  groups  in  Kentucky  to  the  effect  that  any  stumbling 
block  to  the  production  of  excess  tobacco  that  were  in  existence  should 
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be  retained.  I  have  explored  it  a  little  further,  and  it  is  my  opinion  that 
they  are  going  to  ask  for  an  increase  in  the  penalty  which,  if  passed— 
and  I  cannot  anticipate  too  much  opposition  to  it  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  it  certainly  is  the  desire  of  the  committee  and  the  House  to  hold 
down  surpluses  as  much  as  they  can — unless  cotton  makes  a  point  of 
staying  out,  I  do  not  believe  tobacco  will  want  to  be  out  by  itself. 

Mr.  Poage.  Mr.  Andresen,  I  do  not  know  whether  you  came  to 
make  a  presentation  on  this  matter. 

Mr.  Andresen.  What  matter  do  you  have  before  you? 

Mr.  Poage.  We  held  hearings  Friday  on  the  16  bills,  and  as  I 
explained  to  the  gentlemen  before  you  came  in,  all  of  the  testimony 
was  for  passage.  But  there  was  some  question  as  to  whether  the 
cotton  or  tobacco  people  might  want  to  retain  this  provision.  Mr. 
Watts  has  just  suggested  that  the  tobacco  people  would  not  want  to 
insist  on  retaining  it  unless  the  cotton  people  did.  Nobody  from  the 
cotton  area  has  suggested  that  they  wanted  to  retain  this.  I  talked 
to  several  and  I  find  no  disposition  at  all  to  try  to  keep  it. 

Personally  I  see  no  reason  for  keeping  it  for  cotton. 

Mr.  Grant.  No.  I  just  wonder  why  we  have  not  heard  anything 
about  it  in  all  this  time. 

Mr.  Poage.  Nobody  cares  anything  about  keeping  it. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Is  this  the  Holland  amendment? 

Mr.  Poage.  Yes. 

Mr.  Andresen.  We  opposed  this  in  the  conference  committee. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  is  right.  We  are  proposing  to  try  to  take  it  out. 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  am  for  that.  You  can  put  me  on  record  for 
taking  it  out. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Watts.  I  just  wanted  to  drop  by,  because  I  raised  the  question, 
to  clarify  it  for  you. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  appreciate  you  doing  it. 

Mr.  Watts.  Maybe  the  thing  does  have  some  tendency  to  restrict' 
production  on  crops,  but  it  can  be  controlled  otherwise. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Mr.  Chairman,  before  Mr.  Watts  leaves,  in  his 
remarks  a  question  comes  to  mind  more  for  clarifying  my  own  think¬ 
ing,  but  he  was  mentioning  there  is  some  indication  of  a  desire  to 
increase  the  penalties  for  noncompliance. 

Mr.  Watts.  On  hurley  tobacco. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Is  that  due  to  the  fact  that  there  is  substantial 
noncompliance? 

Mr.  Watts.  In  1953  the  penalty  was  40  percent.  We  had  6,500 
acres  of  noncompliance  tobacco.  That  does  not  sound  like  a  whole 
lot,  but  it  is  quite  a  factor.  We  raised  that  penalty  last  year.  I 
appeared  before  Mr.  Hill’s  subcommittee.  We  raised  it  to  50  percent. 
But  despite  that,  we  are  going  to  have  12,000  acres  this  year.  We 
have  to  get  it  high  enough  to  take  the  profit  out  of  violating  the 
program. 

Mr.  McIntire.  In  view  of  that,  there  still  is  no  basis  for  retaining 
this  provision.  That  is  not  a  factor  enough  to  retain  it. 

Mr.  Watts.  That  was  the  point  I  made  a  moment  ago.  Since  the 
burley  people  had  indicated  a  great  need  for  increased  penalty — and 
I  think  the  Department  recognizes  it,  too,  I  talked  to  Mr.  Miller  of 
the  Tobacco  Branch,  and  while  I  am  not  in  a  position  to  exactly  quote 
him,  he  is  in  sympathy  to  raising  the  penalty — if  the  penalty  is  boosted 
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to  around  75  percent,  you  probably  would  have  enough  deterrent  in 
the  law. 

Mr.  Poage.  Would  you  not  think  it  would  be  true  that  if  the 
50-percent  penalty  does  not  deter  a  man  from  growing  tobacco  that 
the  loss  of  his  conservation  payments  would  have  no  effect? 

Mr.  Watts.  I  would  say  the  Holland  amendment  is  more  psycho¬ 
logical  on  the  farmer  than  deterrent.  They  take  the  position  that 
here  is  a  man  violating  the  program  and  he  should  be  penalized  in 
every  way  possible. 

Mr.  McIntire.  The  only  question  that  comes  to  my  mind  is  that 
the  increase  in  penalty  has  not  yet  been  provided.  Is  there  any  merit 
in  not  removing  it? 

Mr.  Poage.  It  does  not  apply  to  tobacco  now.  I  say  it  does  not 
apply  to  tobacco.  I  should  not  say  it  that  way.  It  did  not  apply  to 
tobacco  before  we  passed  the  Holland  amendment.  Cotton  has  always 
had  that  provision,  or  at  least  as  long  as  I  can  remember.  A  man  who 
overplanted  his  cotton  allotment  lost  his  soil-conservation  payments. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Is  that  also  true  with  tobacco  prior  to  the  Holland 
amendment? 

Mr.  Poage. -It  was  not  true  with  respect  to  tobacco  prior  to  the 
Holland  amendment.  Cotton  was  the  only  commodity.  Now,  if  we 
repeal  the  Holland  amendment,  we  will  repeal  the  entire  law  unless 
we  make  some  special  provision,  and  the  repeal  will  apply  to  cotton 
as  well  as  to  other  commodities.  We  have  a  50-percent,  penalty  on 
cotton  just  as  we  now  have  on  tobacco.  There  is  not  enough  profit  in 
cotton  to  justify  a  man  planting  cotton  with  a  50-percent  penalty. 
I  can  see  if  you  got  enough  profit  you  would  have  to  have  a  higher 
penalty.  I  have  never  known  anybody  to  deliberately  grow  cotton 
with  the  expectation  of  paying  that  50-percent  penalty.  I  do  not 
know  of  a  single  instance  of  it.  It  is  a  most  unusual  situation  in  cotton 
if  it  has  ever  been  done.  Men  have  paid  the  penalty,  but  they  did 
not  go  out  planting  the  cotton  with  the  deliberate  idea  they  are  going 
to  pay  the  penalty.  I  can  see  they  might  do  it  under  tobacco.  If  that 
is  true,  it  would  seem  perfectly  clear  to  me,  then,  the  fact  that  they 
would  lose  these  soil-conservation  payments  certainly  is  not  going  to 
keep  them  from  overplanting.  We  will  just  lose  the  advantage  of 
protecting  our  soil. 

The  point  that  was  made  here  Friday  was — and  I  thought  a  good 
one — the  purpose  of  the  payments  was  not  to  enrich  some  farmer,  but 
to  improve  our  soil.  If  we  want  to  penalize  the  soil  of  the  Nation,  we 
can  do  this  thing,  but  it  will  not  have  any  effect  on  crops  like  cotton 
and  tobacco  in  restricting  the  production  of  them.  But  we  will  re¬ 
strict  possibly  to  some  degree — conceivably  to  some  degree — the 
amount  of  soil  conservation  work  that  is  done. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  do  not  want  to  hasten  this  thing  too  much  but  there 
is  a  cotton  subcommittee  meeting  on,  and  I  know  Mr.  Grant  and  I 
both  want  to  attend  it.  Is  there  any  further  discussion  of  this  bill? 

Mr.  Hill.  This  is  what  we  discussed  the  other  day.  I  do  not  think 
that  we  had  enough  opposition  to  the  bill  or  none  that  we  should  not 
report  it  right  out  to  the  main  committee  for  action.  If  you  are  ready 
for  that,  I  will  be  glad  to  so  move. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  am  ready  for  it.  We  have  16  bills  here. 
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Mr.  Hill.  I  do  not  care  whose  bill  it  is.  I  am  willing  to  leave  that 
to  the  chairman.  I  think  Mr.  Hope  had  one. 

Mr.  Poage.  Yes;  he  has  one. 

Mr.  Hill.  I  would  say  that  either  you  or  Mr.  Hope  would  introduce 
the  bill.  You  are  the  chairman,  if  you  would  rather  do  it  yourself - 

Mr.  Poage.  I  do  not  want  to  do  it  at  all. 

Mr.  Hill.  I  think  an  effort  should  be  made  to  get  it  up  as  soon  as 
you  can. 

Mr.  Poage.  Mr.  Hope’s  bill  is  No.  1573.  Do  you  move  that  we 
approve  it? 

Mr.  Hill.  I  do  with  your  permission.  I  move,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  we  report  unanimously  Mr.  Hope’s  bill,  H.  R.  1573,  concerning 
the  repeal  of  section  2  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act. 

Mr.  Poage.  Is  there  a  second? 

Mr.  McIntire.  I  second. 

I  have  a  question  that  I  would  like  to  ask.  Am  I  correct  in  assum¬ 
ing  that  the  Department — I  am  sorry  I  was  not  here  Friday — is  on 
record? 

Mr.  Poage.  The  Department  did  recommend  the  legislation. 

Mr.  McIntire.  I  second. 

Mr.  Poage.  The  motion  has  been  made  and  seconded  that  we 
favorably  report  H.  R.  1573,  by  Mr.  Hope.  All  in  favor  say  “Aye”; 
all  opposed  say  “No.”  It  is  unanimous,  and  the  bill  is  favorably 
reported  to  the  full  committee. 

I  trust  there  is  nothing  further  to  come  before  this  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Grant.  I  trust  not. 

Mr.  Poage.  If  not,  we  adjourn  subject  to  call  of  the  Chair. 

(Thereupon,  at  10:20  a.  m.,  the  subcommittee  adjourned  subject  to 
call.) 


ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  CONSERVATION  PAYMENTS 


HEARING 

BEFORE  A 

SUBCOMMITTEE  OF  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON 

AGRICULTURE  AND  FORESTRY 
UNITED  STATES  SENATE 

EIGHTY-FOURTH  CONGRESS 

FIRST  SESSION  ^ 

ON 

S.  139 

A  BILL  TO  REPEAL  THE  AMENDMENT  TO  SECTIONS  348 
AND  374  OF  THE  AGRICULTURAL  ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938, 
MADE  BY  SECTION  311  OF  THE  ACT  OF  AUGUST  28,  1954 
(PUBLIC  LAW  690,  EIGHTY-THIRD  CONGRESS) 

S.  443 

A  BILL  TO  REPEAL  SECTION  348  OF  THE  AGRICULTURAL 
ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938 

S.  494 

A  BILL  TO  REPEAL  SECTION  348  OF  THE  AGRICULTURAL 
ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938 

S.  517 

A  BILL  TO  REPEAL  SECTION  348  OF  THE  AGRICULTURAL. 
ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938  WHICH  PENALIZES  OTHER 
SOIL-CONSERVATION  PRACTICES  WHEN  ACREAGE  ALLOT¬ 
MENTS  ARE  EXCEEDED 

S.  532 

A  BILL  TO  REPEAL  SECTION  34S  OF  THE  AGRICULTURAL 
ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938 
AND 

H.  R.  1573 

AN  ACT  TO  REPEAL  SECTION  348  OF  THE  AGRICULTURAL 
ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938 


MARCH  23,  1955 


Printed  for  the  use  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


60596 


UNITED  STATES 

GOVERNMENT  PRINTING  OFFICE 
WASHINGTON  :  1955 


t 

u 


COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE  AND  FORESTRY 


ALLEN  J.ELLEI 

OLIN  D.  JOHNSTON,  South  Carolina 
SPESSARD  L.  HOLLAND,  Florida 
CLINTON  P.  ANDERSON,  New  Mexico 
JAMES  O.  EASTLAND.  Mississippi 
EARLE  C.  CLEMENTS,  Kentucky 
HUBERT  H.  HUMPHREY,  Minnesota 
W.  KERR  SCOTT,  North  Carolina 

COTYS  M. 


IDER,  Louisiana,  Chairman 

GEORGE  D.  AIKEN,  Vermont 
MILTON  R.  YOUNG,  North  Dakota 
EDWARD  J.  THYE,  Minnesota 
BOURKE  B.  HICKENLOOPER,  Iowa 
KARL  E.  MUNDT,  South  Dakota 
JOHN  J.  WILLIAMS,  Delaware 
ANDREW  F.  SCHOEPPEL,  Kansas 

MOTJSER,  Chief  Clerk 


Subcommittee  ».  Acbeace  Allotments  ami.  Consebvat.cn  Payments 
HUBERT  H.  HUMPHREY,  Minnesota,  Chairman 
,  ^  KARL  E  MUNDT,  South  Dakota 

W.  KERR  SCOTT,  North  Carolina 

i  .  -  -  - 

(I 


iil'l 


CONTENTS 


Statement  of —  Page 

Lynn,  John  C.,  legislative  director,  American  Farm  Bureau  Federa¬ 
tion _  9 

Peterson,  Hon.  Ervin  L.,  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture _  7 

Ritchie,  Fred  G.,  Acting  Administrator,  Agricultural  Conservation 

Program  Service,  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture _  7 


Miscellaneous  documents: 

S.  139,  84th  Congress _ 

S.  443,  84t.h  Congress _ 

S.  494,  84th  Congress _ 

S.  517,  84th  Congress _ 

S.  532,  84th  Congress _ 

H.  R.  1573,  84th  Congress _ 

Report  on  S.  139  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  daled  March 

10,  1955 _ 

Report  on  S.  494,  S.  517,  and  S.  532  from  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  dated  Febubary  9,  1955 _ 

Statement  filed  by  the  Honorable  Frank  Carlson,  United  States  Senator 

from  the  State  of  Kansas _ 

Statement  filed  by  the  Honorable  Francis  Case,  United  States  Senator 

from  the  State  of  South  Dakota _ 

Letter  from  James  G.  Patton,  president,  National  Farmers  Union _ 

Letter  from  Joseph  0.  Parker,  legal  consultant  to  the  National  Grange. 


ii 


.-h  (N  IN  IN  N  n  T|l  TjHVSO 


a 


. 

•••  M  | 

' 

.  • 


.  -  -  ■  .  ^  • 


ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  CONSERVATION  PAYMENTS 


WEDNESDAY,  MARCH  23,  1955 

United  States  Senate, 

Subcommittee  on  Acreage  Allotments 

and  Conservation  Payments  of  the 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10  a.  m.,  pursuant  to  call,  in  room  324, 
Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  Hubert  H.  Humphrey,  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Humphrey  and  Scott. 

Senator  Humphrey.  The  hearing  will  come  to  order. 

This  hearing  is  with  reference  to  S.  139  and  various  other  bills  of 
a  like  nature,  to  repeal  the  amendment  to  section  348  and  section  374 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938.  The  bills  will  be  in¬ 
corporated  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  bills  referred  to  are  as  follows :) 

[S.  139,  84th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  repeal  the  amendment  to  sections  348  and  374  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  made 
by  section  311  of  the  Act  of  August  28,  1954  (Public  Law  690,  Eighty-third  Congress) 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  (1)  section  311  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act 
to  provide  for  greater  stability  in  agriculture;  to  augment  the  marketing  and 
disposal  of  agricultural  products;  and  for  other  purposes”,  approved  August  28, 
1954  (Public  Law  690,  Eighty-third  Congress),  is  repealed,  and  (2)  the  provisions 
of  law  amended  by  such  section  are  reenacted  in  the  form  in  which  they  existed 
immediately  prior  to  the  enactment  of  such  section. 

Sec.  2.  This  Act  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  1955  and  succeeding  crops. 


[S.  443,  84th  Cong.  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  repealed  effective  with  the  1955  crops. 


[S.  494  ,  84th  Cong.  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  repealed,  effective  with  respect  to  1955  and 
subsequent  crops. 
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[S.  517,  84th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  which  penalizes  other  soil  con¬ 
servation  practices  when  acreage  allotments  are  exceeded 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  repealed  effective  with  the  1955  crops. 


[S.  532,  84th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  repealed  effective  with  the  1955  crops. 


[H.  R.  1573,  84th  Cong.,  1st  sess. 

AN  ACT  To  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 

'  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  repealed,  effective  with  respect  to  i955  and 
subsequent  crops. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  March  2,  1955. 

Attest: 

Ralph  R.  Roberts,  Clerk. 


Senator  Humphrey.  Mr.  Peterson,  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  is  with  us  this  morning.  They  have  you  listed  here  as  the 
witness  to  testify  relating  to  this  series  of  bills  that  we  have  had 
introduced  by  many  of  our  colleagues  in  the  Senate,  as  well  as  one  from 
the  House. 

I  am  going  to  have  included  in  the  record,  prior  to  Mr.  Peterson’s 
testimony,  a  letter  to  Senator  Ellender,  dated  February  9,  1955, 
signed  by  True  D.  Morse,  and  also  a  letter  dated  March  10,  1955, 
addressed  to  Senator  Ellender,  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry,  signed  by  Earl  L.  Butz,  each  as  Acting  Secretary 
of  Agriculture.  These  letters  state  the  Department’s  position  in 
reference  to  the  series  of  bills  we  have  before  us. 

(The  two  letters  are  as  follows :) 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington  25,  D.  C.,  March  10,  1955. 

Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender.  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  of  January  12,  1955, 
for  a  report  on  S.  139,  a  bill  to  repeal  the  amendments  to  sections  348  and  374  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  which  were  made  by  section  311  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  August  28,  1954  (Public  Law  690,  83d  Cong.). 

With  respect  to  the  effect  of  this  bill  on  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  this  Department  recommends  that  the  entire  section  348  be 
repealed.  The  proposed  bill  would  repeal  only  that  part  of  the  section  which  was 
added  by  Public  Law  690,  83d  Cong.  If  S.  139  is  enacted,  the  provision  that  a 
person  comply  with  his  cotton  acreage  allotment  would  remain  in  effect.  It  is 
the  view  of  this  Department  that  ACP’s  eligibility  should  not  be  conditioned  on 
compliance  with  any  of  the  acreage  allotments.  The  principal  effect  of  such  re¬ 
strictions  is  to  discourage  the  earning  out  of  needed  conservation  work.  This 
Department  therefore  favors  the  elimination  of  the  entire  eligibility  requirement 
imposed  by  section  348  rather  than  elimination  of  the  requirement  for  only  a  part 
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of  the  crops  with  acreage  allotments.  More  details  of  our  recommendation  are 
contained  in  our  report  to  you  with  respect  to  S.  484,  S.  517,  and  S.  532. 

The  Department  recommends  against  the  provision  of  S.  139  which  would 
repeal  the  1954  amendment  to  section  374  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938.  That  amendment  directed  the  Secretary  to  provide  a  method  by  which  a 
farmer  who  overplants  any  basic  crop  allotment  may  adjust  the  planted  acreage 
to  the  farm  acreage  allotment.  S.  139  would  restore,  in  place  of  this  provision, 
the  last  sentence  of  section  374  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  which  was  similarly  worded  except  that  it  applied  only  to  cotton. 

Since  the  passage  of  Public  Law  690,  farmers  have  been  expecting  to  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  adjust  their  planted  acreage  to  come  within  the  allotment  on  each  basic 
crop  if  they  so  desired.  To  change  at  this  time,  with  respect  to  the  1955  crop, 
Would  lead  to  much  dissatisfaction,  minsunderstanding,  and  administrative 
difficulty  in  connection  with  some  crops,  particularly  corn  and  rice. 

The  Department  believes  that  the  provision  for  adjusting  the  planted  acreage 
to  the  allotment  should  be  applicable  equally  to  all  the  basic  commodities.  In 
our  opinion  the  provision  in  the  present  law  should  be  retained. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission 
of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Earl  L.  Butz, 
Acting  Secretary. 


Department  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  February  9,  1955.  1 

Hon,  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender:  This  is  in  partial  reply  to  your  letter  of  January 
19,  1955,  requesting  reports  on  certain  bills  relating  to  agriculture.  We  are  herein 
reporting  on  S.  494,  S.  517,  and  S.  532.  These  bills  are  identical  and  would  repeal 
section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended.  This  seer 
tion  which  was  amended  by  section  311  of  Public  Law  690,  83d  Congress,  pro¬ 
vides  that  any  person  who  knowingly  harvests  any  basic  agricultural  commodity 
on  his  farm,  which  has  been  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  in  excess  of  the 
farm  acreage  allotment,  shall  not  be  eligible  for  any  ACP  payment.  All  persons 
applying  for  any  ACP  payment  are  required  to  file  with  the  application  a  state¬ 
ment  of  facts  showing  eligibility  under  this  provision. 

The  Department  approves  of  this  proposed  legislation.  At  present  the  only 
ACP  payments  made  are  for  cost  sharirg  with  respect  to  conservation  practices 
carried  out  on  farms,  and  these  payments  represent  only  a  share  of  the  cost  of 
performing  the  conservation  measure.  There  was  a  direct  relationship  between 
acreage  allotments  and  a  portion  of  the  payments  made  under  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  prior  to  1944,  but  it  no  longer  exists.  Also, 
the  present  average  ACP  amount  of  cost  sharing  of  less  than  $100  is  not  large 
enough  to  be  a  strong  incentive  for  farmers  to  comply  with  acreage  allotments. 

The  principal  effect  of  this  restriction  on  ACP  assistance  will  be  to  discourage 
conservation  on  family-type  farms.  Since  it  is  expected  that  most  farmers  will 
comply  with  marketing-quota  provisions,  the  eligibility  requirement  of  section 
348  will  affect  principally  farmers  with  corn  allotments  and  farmers  with  less  than 
15-acre  wheat  allotments.  Under  marketing-quota  requirements  a  farmer  with 
a  wheat  allotment  less  than  15  acres  is  permitted  to  grow  and  harvest  15  acres  of 
wheat  without  incurring  a  marketing-quota  penalty.  This  exemption,  however, 
does  not  apply  to  the  ACP  eligibility  requirement  of  section  348. 

Based  on  past  experience  it  is  estimated  that  there  will  be  about  750,000  farms 
with  a  1955  wheat  acreage  allotment  of  less  than  15  acres.  A  high  percentage 
of  these  farms  is  expected  to  take  advantage  of  the  1 5-acre  limit  and  thereby 
become  ineligible  for  1955  ACP  assistance.  It  is  estimated  that  there  will  be 
1,600,000  farms  with  a  1955  corn  allotment.  Based  on  the  compliance  obtained 
in  1954  it  is  likely  that  up  to  60  percent  or  almost  1  million  farms  will  have  excess 
corn  acreage  in  1955  which  would  make  them  ineligible  for  1955  ACP  payments. 
Even  though  some  farms  with  small  wheat  allotments  also  grow  corn  and  would 
be  included  in  both  of  the  foregoing  estimates,  it  is  likely  that  substantially  more 
than  1  million  farms  would  not  be  eligible  for  ACP  payments,  due  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  348. 
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Elimination  of  this  entire  requirement  of  eligibility  is  desirable.  Its  repeal 
would  not  require  additional  appropriations. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission 
of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 


True  D.  Morse,  Under  Secretary. 


Senator  Humphrey.  Also,  I  ask  that  a  statement  by  Senator 
Carlson — lie  is  the  author  of  one  of  the  bills — be  embodied  in  the 
text  of  the  record,  as  well  as  a  statement  by  Senator  Francis  Case  of 
South  Dakota  in  reference  to  his  bill;  and  also  I  ask  that  a  letter  which 
I  have  received  from  James  G.  Patton,  president  of  the  National 
Farmers  Union,  be  made  a  part  of  this  record.  It  relates  to  the 
series  of  bills  that  are  before  us,  all  of  which  have  the  same  purpose. 
(The  statements  and  letter  are  as  follows:) 

Statement  Filed  by  the  Honorable  Frank  Carlson,  United  States  Senator 

From  the  State  of  Kansas 


Mr.  Chairman,  my  bill,  S.  494,  was  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  repealing 
section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  as  amended.  I  feel  that 
it  was  never  intended  or  contemplated,  even  remotely,  t'rnt  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  should  be  tied  in  with  the  acreage  allotment  and  marketing 
quota  law. 

The  effect  of  this  amendment,  which  is  now  section  348,  was  to  deprive  a  farmer 
of  his  ACP  payments  if  he  knowingly  exceeded  his  acreage  allotment  on  any 
one  of  the  crops  then  under  control.  I  do  not  believe  there  was  any  element  of 
control  contemplated  in  the  original  ACP  program. 

The  provision  I  am  attempting  to  repeal  here  will  particularly  affect  corn  and 
wheat  producers.  It  will  not  have  any  material  effect  on  cotton  and  peanut  and 
tobacco  producers  because  those  commodities  are  under  marketing  quotas  when¬ 
ever  acreage  allotments  are  in  effect  and  that  almost  automatically  prevents  any 
farmer  from  being  out  of  compliance. 

There  is  a  particular  situation  affecting  wheat  that  I  wish  to  mention,  and  that 
is  that  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  all  producers  may  produce  and 
sell  without  penalty  up  to  15  acres  of  wheat.  That  does  not  mean  that  they  are 
in  compliance  if  their  acreage  allotments  are  less  than  15  acres.  If  their  allot¬ 
ments  are  less  than  15  a^res  and  they  plant  15  acres,  then  they  are  .out  of  com¬ 
pliance,  and  under  the  legislation  we  are  trying  to  repeal  by  this  bill  those  farmers 
would  be  out  of  the  ACP  program. 

There  are  many  farmers  in  Kansas,  and  particularly  eastern  Kansas,  who  farm 
comparatively  small  acreage  and  whose  quota  was  15  or  less  acres  of  wheat  or 
corn.  Many  of  those  farmers,  because  of  various  reasons,  felt  they  were  not  out 
of  compliance  as  long  as  they  did  not  plant  over  15  acres — thus  they  have  been 
penalized. 

We  have  the  word  of  the  Department,  as  oer  the  letter  of  February  9,  1955,  from 
Under  Secretary  True  D.  Morse,  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  looks 
favorably  upon  this  bill. 

Being  a  farmer  in  my  own  right,  and  having  been  a  Member  of  Congress  when 
the  original  bill  of  1938  was  passed,  I  feel  quite  strongly  in  advocating  the  repeal 
of  section  348  as  proposed  in  my  bill  S.  494. 


Statement  Filed  by  Hon.  Francis  Case,  United  States  Senator  From  the 

State  of  South  Dakota 

The  provisions  of  the  law,  section  311  (a)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954, 
Public  1  .aw  690,  83d  Congress,  which  provides  that  any  farmer  who  knowingly 
harvests  either  cotton,  wheat,  corn,  tobacco,  peanuts,  or  rice  in  excess  of  the  1955 
acreage  allotment  for  any  of  these  commodities  on  any  farm  in  which  he  has  an 
interest  as  landlord,  tenant,  or  share  cropper  will  not  be  eligible  for  any  Federal 
cost  sharing  under  the  1955  agricultural  conservation  program  on  that  farm  or 
any  other  farm. 

This  provision  of  the  law  was  severely  criticized  by  the  groups  as  they  do  not 
wish  to  have  this  provision  apply  to  wheat  or  corn.  We  have  had  a  number  of 
letters  requesting  that  some  action  be  taken  to  have  the  above  section  repealed. 
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In  1954  in  South  Dakota  it  now  appears  that  the  compliance  in  the  corn  allot¬ 
ment  program  will  only  be  about  40  percent;  in  other  words,  60  percent  of  the 
farmers  m  the  commercial  corn  area  will  have  overplanted  their  allotment  Thev 
have  lost  their  price  support  protection,  but  under  the  present  provision  govern¬ 
ing  the  1954  program,  they  will  still  be  eligible  to  receive  Federal  cost-sharing 
payments  under  the  agriculural  conservation  program.  In  1955,  if  similar  con¬ 
ditions  prevail,  they  will  not  be  eligible  for  AGP  payments.  It  is  the  general 
feeling  of  the  farmers  that  price  support  should  not  be  tied  in  with  the  AC  pro¬ 
gram.  I  nder  the  price  support  program,  the  producer  is  being  guaranteed 
greater  returns  toi  his  product  and  he  receives  a  direct  monetary  benefit j  but  in 
the  case  of  the  Federal  cost  sharing  in  the  AC  program  the  producer  must  con¬ 
tribute  out  of  his  own  pocket  not  less  than  50  percent  of  the  cost  of  carrying  out 
the  practice.  The  benefits  accruing  from  the  conservation  practices  inav  not  be 
of  a  monetary  benefit  to  him  immediately,  in  fact  it  may  take  several  years  before 
he  realizes  any  financial  benefit  from  the  practices  carried  out;  but  the  consumers 
of  the  United  States  aie  assured  that  the  benefits  of  the  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  program  will  insure  to  them  a  plentiful  supply  of  food  and  fiber  from  the 
farms  and  ranches  of  America. 

For  this  reason,  therefore,  I  introduced  S.  517,  a  bill  to  repeal  section  311  (a) 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954,  Public  Law  690,  83d  Congress. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present  this  information  to  the  members  of  the 
Senate  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  and  will  appreciate  anv  considera¬ 
tions  given  to  S.  517. 


National  Farmers  Union, 
Washington  5,  D.  C.,  March  18,  1955. 

Senator  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

Chairman,  Special  Subcommittee, 

Senate  Committee  on  Agricu’ture  arcl  Forestry, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington  95,  I).  C. 

Dear  Senator  Humphrey:  Please  accept  our  sincere  good  wishes  as  you 
assume  chairmanship  of  an  important  agricultural  subcommittee  of  the  Senate. 
We  regret  that  your  hearing  on  the  important  matter  of  repealing  section  348 
comes  at  a  time  when  none  of  our  representatn  es  can  be  in  Washington,  owing 
to  our  biennial  leadership  conference  being  held  in  Denver,  Colo. 

As  we  informally  told  the  il  Rise  Agriculture  Committee,  we  fee!  that  the  cross¬ 
compliance  requirement  between  acreage  allotments  and  the  auricultural  con¬ 
servation  program  by  the  Agricultural  A  ct  of  1954  has  not  and  will  not  operate  to 
benefit  anyone  and  has  been  and  would  continue  to  do  great  injury  to  the  con¬ 
servation  program.  Therefore,  we  would  appreciate  your  making  this  letter  a 
part  of  the  printed  hearings  of  your  subcommittee. 

The  recmire  nent  of  present  law  that  a  farmer  be  in  full  compliance  with  all 
acreage  allotments  on  his  farm  in  order  to  retain  his  eligibility  to  participate  in 
the  A.CR  program  is,  as  far  as  we  know,  favored  only  by  those  who  have  already 
expressed  their  opposition  both  to  a  firm  adequate  farm  price  support  program 
and  to  the  continuation  of  adequate  appropriations  for  A.CP.  The  provision 
has  served  to  greatly  reduce  the  number  of  farm  families  who  can  qualify  for 
participation  in  the  A.CP  program.  This  is  a  tendency  that  has  already  been 
greatly  exaggerated  by  red  tape  added  to  the  program  by  Eisenhower  appointees 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

A  farm  township  in  Wisconsin  is  a  typical  example.  One  hundred  and  .sixty 
farm  families  live  in  the  township.  Three  years  ago,  150  families  participated  in 
the  A.CP.  In  1953,  90  families  participated;  in  1954  48  families;  and  in  1955 
only  15  families  have  signed  up. 

Not  all  this  reduction  in  participation  in  ACP  is  due  to  section  348,  which 
would  be  repealed  by  the  bill  before  your  committee.  Some  of  the  loss  in  ACP 
participation  is  due  to  the  disastrous  drop  in  farm  income  during  the  past  26 
months  of  sliding-scale  philosophy  in  the  executive  branch.  Farmers  simply  do 
not  have  the  money  to  spend  for  good  conservation  facilities  and  practices. 
Other  reasons  for  the  drop  in  participation  include  the  disruption,  reorganiza¬ 
tion,  and  reduced  workdays  of  county  and  communitv  farmer  eommittemen. 
Part  is  no  doubt  due  to  the  regulation  prohibiting  reelection  of  many  experienced 
community  committeemen.  Moreover,  added  requirements,  many  that  require 
additional  expenditures  from  reduced  farmer  income,  have  discouraged  farmers 
from  participation  in  ACP.  Taken  together  all  these  causes,  plus  the  widely 
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publicized  anti-ACP  attitude  of  President  Eisenhower’s  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
have  so  severely  crippled  AGP,  in  spite  of  congressional  mandates  to  the  con¬ 
trary  that  one  is  almost  convinced  that  these  moves  have  been  made  in  a  delib¬ 
erate  attempt  to  discredit  the  ACP  program  in  the  eyes  of  its  direct  beneficiaries — 
the  family  farmers  of  America. 

Section  348,  as  amended  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954,  must  bear  a  share 
of  the  blame  for  injuring  the  ability  of  farmers  to  participate  in  ACP.  Congress 
should  repeal  this  law.  We  urge  your  subcommittee  to  so  recommend. 

We  are  fully  conscious  of  the  fact  that  a  contemporary  farm  organizalion  is 
opposed  to  repeal,  their  announced  aim  being  to  make  both  ACP  and  firm  ade- 
quate  price  supports  so  unpalatable  to  farmers  that  the  organization’s  leader¬ 
ship  clique  can  win  the  sliding-scale  effort  it  started  about  9  years  ago.  We  in 
National  Farmers  Union,  the  Nation’s  fastest  growing  farm  organization,  do  not 
believe  that  the  contemporary  organization  that  opposed  repeal  of  section  348 
is  representing  either  the  opinions  or  best  interests  of  rank  and  file  farm  families 
on  the  land. 

We  appreciate  being  invited  to  express  our  views  on  this  important  matter. 
We  shall  also  appreciate  your  permitting  us  to  put  our  views  before  you  in  this 
manner. 

Sincerely, 


James  G.  Patton,  President. 


Senator  Humphrey.  The  National  Grange  will  file  a  statement  in 
favor  of  the  bill.  When  that  is  received  that  will  be  made  a  part  of 
the  record. 


(The  statement  is  as  follows:) 


March  23,  1955. 

.Senator  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

Subcommittee  Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Humphrey:  Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  March  17,  giving 
the  National  Grange  the  opportunity  to  submit  its  views  with  respect  to  S.  443, 
S.  494,  S.  517,  S.  532,  and  S.  139,  the  several  bills  relating  to  section  348  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938. 

These  bills  would  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938  which,  as  amended  by  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954,  provides  that  a  farmer 
who  knowingly  harvests  any  basic  agricultural  commodity  on  his  farm  in  excess 
of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  shall  not  be  eligible  for  any  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  payment. 

The  Grange  favors  the  repeal  of  section  348. 

The  executive  committee  of  the  National  Grange,  on  January  24,  1955,  adopted 
a  resolution  authorizing  the  national  office  to  seek  repeal  of  this  provision.  It 
was  their  view  that  payment  for  conservation  practices  should  not  be  used  as  an 
enforcement  measure  to  obtain  compliance  with  other  programs  unrelated  to 
conservation  matters. 

There  is  no  longer  any  direct  relationship  between  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  and  the  acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota  program.  Conserva¬ 
tion  payments  are  so  small  that,  in  the  main,  they  would  have  little  effect  from 
the  standpoint  of  enforcing  compliance  with  acreage  allotments,  but  their  denial 
might  prove  costly  in  the  way  of  “lost”  conservation.  In  addition,  the  farmers 
who  are  most  likely  to  be  affected  if  section  348  remains  in  the  law  are  the  small 
farmers  who  need  every  encouragement  to  continue  carrying  out  needed  con¬ 
servation  practices. 

The  National  Grange  does  not  favor  the  enactment  of  the  provision  of  S.  139 
which  would  repeal  the  1954  amendment  to  section  374  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  and  restore,  in  its  place,  the  former  wording  of  374  (b) 
which  applied  exclusively  to  cotton.  The  1954  amendment  of  section  374  enables 
farmers  to  adjust  their  planted  acreage  of  any  basic  crop  in  order  to  come  within 
compliance.  The  former  provision,  which  would  be  restored  bv  S.  139,  would 
permit  this  action  only  with  respect  to  cotton.  This,  we  believe,  would  be  unfair. 

We  favor  the  repeal  of  section  348  and  the  retention  of  the  1954  amendment  to 
section  374  which  applies  equally  and  fairly  to  all  the  basic  commodities. 

Respectfully, 


Joseph  O.  Parker, 
Legal  Consultant  to  the  National  Grange. 


.Senator  Humphrey.  Now,  Mr.  Peterson,  we  would  like  to  hear 
from  you. 


ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  CONSERVATION  PAYMENTS  7 


STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ERVIN  L.  PETERSON,  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 

OF  AGRICULTURE,  AND  FRED  G.  RITCHIE,  ACTING  ADMINIS¬ 
TRATOR,  AGRICULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM  SERVICE, 

UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Peterson.  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen  of  the  committee,  the 
several  bills  which  you  have  mentioned,  together  with  the  group  which 
were  introduced  in  the  House,  have  generally  the  same  basic  purpose, 
the  repeal  of  section  348  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act  as  amended. 

H.  R.  1573  as  passed  by  the  House  would  accomplish  the  same 
purpose. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  believes  that  the  repeal  is  desirable. 

Section  348  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Domestic  Allotment  Act  as 
amended  by  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1954  provides  that 
any  person  who  knowingly  harvests  in  excess  of  his  acreage  allotment 
for  any  basic  commodity  shall  not  be  eligible  for  participation  in  the 
ACP  program  by  way  of  receiving  ACP  payments.  And  all  persons 
applying  for  ACP  payments  are  required  to  certify  to  their  eligibility 
under  the  provisions  of  section  348  as  it  now  stands. 

We  believe  it  desirable  that  persons  receiving  benefits  under  one 
program  not  be  in  a  position  to  defeat  the  purposes  of  other  programs. 
However,  the  provisions  of  section  348  as  it  now  stands  we  believe  is 
not  particularly  effective  in  accomplishing  the  intended  purposes. 
This  section  does  not  appear  to  be  effective  in  influencing  farmers  to 
comply  with  acreage  allotments. 

In  the  first  place,  the  average  payment,  that  is,  the  average  ACP 
payment,  is  less  than  $100.  And  where  it  is  to  the  farmer’s  advantage 
to  ignore  the  allotments  as  in  the  case  of  corn  grown  for  use  on  the 
farm,  they  do  ignore  it. 

In  the  case  of  corn,  as  I  recall  the  figure,  there  were  about  1  million 
farms  last  year  which  did  not  comply  with  acreage  allotments. 

In  the  case  of  wheat,  if  you  will  recall,  it  is  permissible  to  plant  up 
to  a  maximum  of  15  acres  without  penalty,  even  though  the  allotment 
may  be  less  than  that.  If  he  finds  himself  in  compliance  with  the 
15-acre  provision,  but  because  of  the  requirements  of  this  section,  if 
his  allotment  was  less  than  15  acres,  lie  would  not  be  eligible  for  the 
ACP  payment. 

So,  over  all,  the  provision  has  caused  confusion.  Its  purpose  may  be 
desirable,  but  we  do  not  believe  that  it  has  accomplished  it.  It  is 
administratively  difficult  and  we  recommend  its  repeal. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Is  it  fair  to  say,  too,  that  by  doing  away  with 
the  payments  under  the  penalty  provisions  of  section  348 — a  penalty 
provision  is  what  it  amounts  to;  is  it  not? — -you  may  very  well  void 
some  of  the  soil  conservation  payment  program  that  you  wanted  to 
promote? 

Mr.  Peterson.  I  think  that  is  a  reasonable  conclusion.  It  also 
may  result  in  the  fact  that  under  the  acreage  allotment  program  or 
the  acreage  to  be  diverted,  some  of  that  acreage  would  in  fact  be  di¬ 
verted  if  this  ACP  program  were  available.  Where  it  is  not  available 
for  one  reason  or  another  as  to  the  particular  crop  on  the  farm, 
additional  acreage  may  not  be  diverted. 
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Senator  Scott.  As  I  understand  it  now,  you  are  saying  this  should 
not  affect  anybody  who  otherwise  would  be  entitled  to  soil  conservation 
payments? 

Sir.  Peterson.  That  is  right,  Senator  Scott.  In  other  words,  if 
the  section  is  repealed— — 

Senator  Scott.  1  just  wanted  to  make  this  observation.  On  some 
farms — burley  tobacco  farms — the  average  crop  is  seven-tenths  of  an 
acre.  They  are  going  to  cut  that,  it  looks  hke  now,  and  if  you  cut 
it  much  more  you  would  not  be  able  to  find  the  patch,  especially  if 
you  raise  an  umbrella.  The  way  it  has  been,  you  would  throw  that 
man  out  of  the  program  if  lie  did  not  comply  and  cut  down  the  few 
stalks  of  tobacco  that  he  has.  That  is  what  it.  amounts  to. 

These  boys  in  the  West  cannot  understand  our  situation  m  cotton. 
We  have  cotton  farmers  in  the  South  who  have  just  3  or  4  acres  of 
cotton.  And  you  knock  him  out  of  the  whole  program. 

One  thing  that  makes  those  folks  fight  for  their  cotton  acreage, 
that  little  bit,  is  because  it  is  a  question  of  living  down  there — I  mean, 
making  a  bare  living. 

Of  course,  we  have  been  wearing  out  the  soil  more  and  more.  If 
you  can  get  that  man  to  conserve  his  soil  and  build  it  up,  why,  I 
would  not  cut  him  out  of  the  program  because  he  did  not  comply. 
Maybe  lie  has  but  two  little  short  rows  of  cotton  the  length  of  this 
room  here.  But  to  go  in  there  and  say,  “Because  you  overplanted, 
you  cannot  have  this  other.”  I  think  that  is  wrong,  if  you  want  to 
conserve  the  soil. 

That  is,  after  all,  the  fundamental  as  to  what  this  program  is  for. 

Mr.  Peterson.  Tt  seems  to  us  that  there  is  no  very  great  relation¬ 
ship  between  the  ACP  program  and  the  acreage  allotment  program, 
particularly  as  it  is  set  forth  in  this  particular  section  that  we  are 
talking  about. 

I  agree,  of  course,  where  the  man  is  receiving  benefits  from  the 
Government  program  on  one  hand  that  he  should  not  defeat  it  on  the 
other  hand.  We  do  not  believe  that  this  particular  section  contributes 
toward  supporting  either  one  or  the  other. 

Senator  Scott.  I  think  you  will  find  that  applies  to  the  wheat 
growers  out  in  Kansas. 

Mr.  Peterson.  Mr.  Ritchie  of  the  ACP  program  service  is  here. 

Senator  Humphrey.  What  is  your  full  name? 

Mr.  Ritchie.  Fred  C.  Ritchie. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Do  you  have  any  comment  that  you  would 
like  to  make? 

Mr.  Ritchie.  I  will  be  glad  to  answer  any  questions  that  you  might 
have  on  the  operation  of  this. 

Senator  Humphrey.  We  have  had  a  discussion  of  this  bill  in  the  full 
committee,  Senator  Scott,  as  you  will  recall,  and  the  feeling  was 
that  we  should  not  report  the  bills  out  of  any  committee  without  at 
least  an  opportunity  for  the  public  to  be  heard  as  well  as  the  depart¬ 
ments.  That  is  why  this  was  assigned  to  the  subcommittee. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  committee  in  the  main  is  very  sympa¬ 
thetic  toward  its  objective.  I  think  you  know  that,  Mr.  Ritchie  and 
Mr.  Peterson.  Our  hope  was  that  we  could  expedite  action  on  it  and 
get  it  under  way. 

Have  you  thought  that  the  operation  of  section  348  has  impaired  or 
impeded  in  any  way  your  ACP  program? 
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Mr.  Ritchie.  I  believe  it  has,  as  it  applied  to  these  crops,  such  as 
corn  and  wheat,  particularly.  We  find  a  good  many  farmers  who 
come  to  the  county  offices  to  see  about  getting  cost,  sharing  under  the 
AGP  on  the  conservation  work  that  they  would  like  to  do.  We  have 
to  inform  them  about  the  pnniuons  of  this  section  of  the  act,  to  be 
sure  that  they  are  not  misled  and  go  ahead  and  do  their  work  and  then 
find  themselves  ineligible  for  ACP  help.  A  large  portion  of  them, 
when  they  find  that  they  have  to  comply  with  all  of  the  allotments’ 
decide  that  they  will  just  forego  the  conservation  activity. 

So  we  feel  like  it  is  deterring  the  achievement  of  conservation,  out 
of  proportion  to  the  benefits  that  it  is  getting  in  causing  these  farmers 
to  comply  with  the  allotments. 

Senator  Humphrey.  In  other  words,  the  penalty  is  not  sufficient  to 
get  compliance  under  the  allotment,  but  the  loss  of  the  benefits  under 
ACP  could  in  some  way  retard  some  of  your  efforts  in  soil  conserva¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  Ritchie.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Do  you  have  anything  more? 

Mr.  Peterson.  Nothing  further. 

Senator  Humphrey.  We  are  very  grateful  to  you. 

Mr.  Peterson.  Thank  you  for  this  courtesy. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Now,  Mr.  Lynn,  I  know  that  you  want  to  help 
us  and  give  us  your  views  on  the  series  of  bills  that  we  have  discussed 
here  with  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Peterson. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  C.  LYNN,  LEGISLATIVE  DIRECTOR, 
AMERICAN  FARM  BUREAU  FEDERATION 

Mr.  Lynn.  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen  of  the  committee; 
I  believe  that  the  quickest  way  for  me  to  do  that  is  to  read  our  state¬ 
ment.  It  is  very  brief. 

Senator  Humphrey.  That  will  be  very  fine.  You  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Lynn.  Section  348  of  Public  Law  690,  83d  Congress,  provides 
that  any  person  who  knowingly  harvests  any  basic  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  on  his  farm  which  has  been  determined  by  the  Secretary  to 
be  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  shall  be  eligible  for  any 
ACP  payment.  All  persons  applying  for  any  ACP  payment  are 
required  to  file  with  the  application  a  statement  of  facts  showing 
eligibility  under  this  provision.  The  American  Farm  Bureau  Federa¬ 
tion  supports  section  348  as  passed  by  the  83d  Congress. 

It  is  a  well-known  fact  that  our  agricultural  production  plant  in 
the  United  States  is  overexpanded.  Certainly,  the  Congress  has  a 
responsibility  for  helping  farmers  to  keep  supplies  in  line  with  demand. 
One  of  the  criteria  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  by  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1954,  as  it  relates  to  price  supports  is  the  ability 
and  willingness  of  the  producers  to  keep  supplies  in  line  with  demand. 
When  a  producer  disregards  the  acreage  allotment  established  for 
his  farm  and  continues  to  overproduce,  it  seems  unwise  to  provide 
funds  under  the  ACP  program  to  make  a  pavment  to  this  individual. 
If  section  348  is  deleted  from  the  law  and  Congress  authorizes  ACP 
payments  when  producers  willfully  harvest  more  than  their  acreage 
allotment,  the  effect  is  to  provide  a  Government  incentive  to  disregard 
their  allotments.  This  has  the  effect  of  increasing  the  agricultural 


10  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND  CONSERVATION  PAYMENTS 


plant  which  will  add  to  the  oversupply  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  thereby  make  it  more  difficult  for.  farmers  to  get  and  to  keep  sup¬ 
plies  in  line  with  demand. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Is  this  the  most  recent  resolution? 

Mr.  Lonn.  Yes,  1955. 

Current  AFBF  resolutions  have  the  following  to  say  on  the  subject: 

National  policies  affecting  farm  production  and  marketing  should  promote  a 
realistic  balance  between  markets  and  productive  capacity.  We  now  have  a 
greatly  expanded  productive  plant  and  reduced  foreign  markets.  It  is  urgent 
that  policies  be  adopted  which  will  regain  and  expand  agricultural  markets  to  a 
point  where  they  balance  production. 

The  most  satisfactory  solution  to  the  current  farm  problem  is  to  expand  do¬ 
mestic  and  foreign  markets.  Any  program  which  has  the  result  of  expanding 
agricultural  output  in  the  absence  of  a  comparable  increase  in  effective  market 
demand  is  contrary  to  the  inteiests  of  farmers.  Likewise,  programs  which  induce 
producers  to  continue  inefficient  production  render  a  disservice  to  agriculture" by 
contributing  to  the  accumulation  of  surpluses,  raising  the  average  cost  of  produc¬ 
tion,  and  limiting  production  per  man — all  of  which  tend  to  limit  the  opportunity 
of  farm  people  to  earn  a  good  income. 

Regardless  of  how  popular  it  may  seem  at  the  moment  to  appear 
in  the  role  of  a  donor  of  public  funds  to  expand  agricultural  produc¬ 
tion,  consideration  must  be  given  to  the  consequences  of  such  action. 
The  Department  of  Agriculture  estimates  that  as  many  as  a  million 
farmers  will  exceed  their  allotments.  If  this  section  is  deleted,  each 
of  such  farmers  would  be  eligible  for  an  average  payment  of  around 
$81.  This  would  permit  the  addition  of  another  $81  million  worth  of 
productive  capacity  to  agriculture.  This  would  occur  in  the  face  of  the 
fact  that  the  Government  has  requested  farmers  to  take  about  38  mil- 
ion  acres  out  of  the  production  of  major  crops  in  1955  as  follows: 


Wheat _ 

Cotton: 

Upland _ _ 

Ameriean-Egyptian _ 

Corn,  commercial  area  only. 


1953  seeded  acres 

1955  allotment, 
acres 

78, 789, 000 

25, 151, 400 
92,  690 
57, 007, 000 

55, 000, 000 

18,113,208 
46, 154 
49, 842,  697 

k 


Reduction  from 
1953  acreage  to 
1955  allotment 
(diverted  acres) 


23,789,000 


7, 038, 192 
46, 446 
7, 164, 303 


i 


Rice  is  excluded,  but  it  is  a  minor  exclusion. 

The  Farm  Bureau  is  anxious  for  Congress  to  show  more  instead  of 
less  reponsibility  toward  this  unfortunate  situation.  AFBF  resolu¬ 
tions  further  state: 


In  considering  the  “diverted  acres”  problem  the  following  facts  need  to  be 
recognized: 

(1)  Price  supports  tend  to  draw  additional  resources  into  agriculture  and  stimu¬ 
late  production  of  supported  commodities. 

(2)  Therefore,  Government  action  is  necessary  to  prevent  serious  overproduc¬ 
tion. 

(3)  The  primary  governmental  method  for  restricting  production  up  to  this 
time  has  been  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas. 

(4)  It  is  unfair  to  use  acreage  and  other  resources  diverted  from  price  supported 
crops  to  produce  other  commodities  in  such  quantities  as  to  seriously  impair  or 
destroy  the  markets  for  those  commodities. 

We  have  previously  recommended  the  enactment  of  legislation  directing  that 
the  acreage  diverted  from  price  supported  commodities  not  be  used  in  such  a  way 
as  to  seriously  injure  producers  of  other  commodities.  Present  legislation  does 
not  give  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  clear  direction  to  take  needed  action.  It 
only  gives  the  Secretary  discretion  to  control  production  on  diverted  acres. 
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It  is  no\\  clear  that  the  Secretary  must  have  mandatory  direction  from  the 
Congress  if  diverted  acres  resulting  from  mandatory  price  supports  are  to  be  keDt 
from  injuring  producers  of  other  crops. 

Accordingly,  we  urge  that  Congress  promptly  enact  legislation  directing  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  prepare,  on  an  appropriate  geographical  basis,  lists  of 
crops  which  may  not  be  produced  for  direct  or  indirect  sale,  or  may  be  so  produced 
to  a  limited  extent  on  acres  diverted  from  any  crop  receiving  price  support  when 
conditions  are  such  that  limitations  on  the  use  of  diverted  acres  are  necessary  to 
preveht  the  production  of  excessive  supplies. 

Price  supports  should  not  be  made  available  on  storable  nonbasic  crops  at  such 
levels  as  will  encourage  excessive  shifts  of  diverted  acres  to  the  production  of  such 
crops. 

If  Congress  displays  a  lack  of  responsibility  it  cannot  escape  the 
burden  of  having  contributed  to  a  destruction  of  the  farm  price  sup¬ 
port  program  which  rests  squarely  on  the  proposition  that  it  is  the 
responsibility  of  producers  to  keep  supplies  in  line  with  demand.  We 
all  know  that  present  price  supports  are  encouraging  the  production 
of  price-depressing  surpluses;  and  for  Congress  to  further  encourage 
increased  production,  without  concrete  action  being  taken  that  will 
result  in  a  corresponding  increase  in  markets,  is  certainly  not  in  the 
best  interest  of  agriculture. 

In  accordance  with  our  belief  that  diverted  acres  must  be  controlled, 
we  favor  the  provisions  of  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954 
which  provides  that  no  person  who  knowingly  harvests  any  basic  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity  in  excess  of  his  farm  allotment  shall  be  eligible 
for  ACP  payments. 

I  would  just  like  to  add  here,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  recognize  that 
we  seem  to  be  alone  in  recommending  the  continued  operation  of  sec¬ 
tion  348. 

We  recognize  there  are  some  difficulties  in  the  operation  of  Section 
348,  but  it  seems  clear  to  us  that  any  producer  of  the  basic  agricultural 
commodity  should  be  willing  to  comply  with  his  acregae  allotment  and 
marketing  quota,  if  he  is  to  receive  any  ACP  payment. 

I  know  that  the  Department  has  said  these  programs  do  not  have 
any  connection,  but  I  submit  to  you  that  they  do  have  a  very  definite 
connection,  because  you  know  that  the  ACP  payment  program  was 
made  effective  after  the  Supreme  Court  decision  in  1936.  And  the 
ACP  payment  program  has  been  used  and  I  have  helped  administer 
some  of  these  programs  over  a  period  of  jmars  in  the  State  of  North 
Carolina.  It  has  been  used  as  a  part  of  the  incentive  program  with 
regard  to  marketing  quotas  and  acreage  allotments.  And  rather  than 
delete  this  complete  section,  we  would  rather  see  it  amended  in  such 
a  way  to  get  at  some  of  the  difficulties  involved  in  this  program. 

Here  is  what  is  causing  the  trouble  with  regard  to  section  348.  A 
farmer  happens  to  be  in,  for  example,  New  Jersey  in  a  commercial 
corn  county,  and  he  needs  15  acres  of  corn  to  fill  his  silo.  He  only 
gets  10  acres  allotment.  We  are  not  for  preventing  that  man  from 
getting  his  15  acres  of  corn  to  fill  his  silo.  That  is  not  where  the 
overproduction  trouble  is. 

We  would  be  for  amending  this  section  if  necessary  to  provide  that 
a  farmer  can  produce  up  to  15  acres  of  wheat  to  be  used  on  the  farm 
or  can  plant  over  his  acreage  in  corn  if  it  be  used  for  silage  purposes 
and  not  for  grain  and  still  be  eligible  for  his  ACP  payments. 

Senator  Scott.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  man  grew  up  in  a  mighty  good 
State.  He  was  the  county  agent  down  there  when  I  was.  I  am  a 
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little  surprised  to  hear  him  say  what  he  has  been  saying.  In  fact, 
of  course,  he  is  working  for  somebody  else;  that  is,  kind  of  like  you 
and  I  are. 

You  have  those  hurley  tobacco  farmers  over  there  with  seven-tenths 
of  an  acre  or  less  than  seven-tenths.  And  just  because  that  fellow 
plants  a  little  over  on  tobacco,  you  cut  him  out  of  his  ACP  payment. 
And  that  is  the  only  cash  income  he  has. 

You  cannot  always  censure  that  man  because  he  does  that  and  take 
something  else  away  from  him. 

I  still  do  not  see  the  position  he  is  taking,  the  broadside  view,  when 
that  fellow  is  trying  to  build  up  his  soil  and  willing  to  build  it  up,  if 
you  help  him,  but  if  you  do  not  help  him,  it  is  another  thing.  He  has 
to  live.  It  is  kind  of  like  that  story.  I  know  that  our  time  is  running 
short,  but  they  tell  this  story — I  recall  the  story  years  ago— that  they 
told  of  two  men  out  looking  over  the  farms. 

One  man  was  in  the  corner  at  the  fence  rail  and  was  digging  up 
something.  The  other  man  said  to  him,  “What  are  you  digging?”  j 

He  said,  “A  groundhog.”  ' 

“You  do  not  want  a  groundhog.” 

He  said,  “Yes,  but  you  do  not  know — I  am  out  of  meat  and  I  am 
pleased  to  have  some.” 

Well  now,  those  fellows  are  out  of  meat  down  there  and  they  are 
pleased  to  have  some. 

I  think  if  you  give  them  these  ACP  payments,  just  that  little,  it 
will  help. 

I  think  the  Farm  Bureau  is  narrow  in  that  particular  viewpoint  in 
saying  that  those  folks  should  not  have  it;  that  is,  that  ACP  payment. 

I  do  not  think  it  ought  to  be  mixed  in  with  this  other  at  all. 

1  know  that  he  is  passing  a  resolution  from  headquarters,  but  I  know 
that  deep  down  in  his  heart  he  does  not  believe  that.  I  know  his 
background . 

Mr.  Lynn.  May  I  comment  on  that? 

Senator  Scott.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Go  right  ahead. 

Mr.  Lynn.  This  provision  of  section  348  ha  been  applicable  to 
cotton  for  many  years.  All  that  this  section  348  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954  does  is  to  make  the  same  provisions  that  have  been  appli-  i 
cable  to  cotton  over  the  years  applicable  to  all  basic  commodities.  ' 

The  problem  is  not  in  North  Carolina  or  anywhere  in  the  South  in 
connection  with  it,  because  the  penalty  with  regard  to  overproduction 
of  tobacco — burley  and  flue  cured — the  penalty  with  regard  to  over¬ 
production  of  cotton  is  severe  enough  that  you  have  no  trobule  with 
farmers  overplanting. 

For  example,  in  North  Carolina  only  about  45  percent  of  the  farmers 
participate  in  the  ACP  payment  program. 

Where  this  trouble  comes  primarily  is  in  wheat  and  corn  areas, 
particularly  in  those  few  counties  outside  of  the  “heart  of  the  Corn 
Belt”  that  have  been  declared  commercial  corn  counties. 

As  I  said  parenthetically  here,  we  would  not  object  to  an  amendment 
to  this  to  take  care  of  this  situation  for  silage  and  for  wheat  that  is 
going  to  be  used  on  the  farm  up  to  15  acres. 

I  am  frank  to  admit,  for  example,  that  in  Iowa,  the  southern  part 
of  Iowa,  the  Iowa  Farm  Bureau  does  not  agree  with  us  on  this  posi¬ 
tion. 
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I  do  not  think  a  man  who  violates  his  acreage  allotment  on  corn 
should  receive  price  supports  or  ACP  payments.  I  firmly  believe 
that  not  only  because  it  is  part  of  our  policy,  but  personally  because 
it  is  right. 

Senator  Scott.  He  should  not  have  price  supports  where  he  ex¬ 
ceeds  his  quota,  but  I  think  there  is  a  difference  on  the  overall  national 
picture  where  we  can  encourage  a  man  to  build  up  the  soil  for  future 
generations.  You  do  not  build  up  the  soil  overnight.  You  cannot 
just  order  an  improved  soil  from  Sears  Roebuck  &  Co.,  and  receive  it. 
You  do  not  get  it  that  way,  You  have  to  work  with  nature  over  a 
period  of  years.  I  think  it  takes  100  years  to  build  an  inch  of  topsoil. 

I  do  not  think  that  many  of  us  are  going  to  be  here  100  years  from 
now. 

Our  topsoil  has  already  gone  down  the  river.  That  is  one  of  our 
troubles. 

I  think  that  anywhere,  where  we  can  encourage  anything  that 
concerns  the  soil,  it  is  to  the  national  interest  that  we  do  it. 

And  it  is  to  the  interest  of  the  man  who  lives  in  New  York  City  as 
well  as  anywhere  else. 

If  you  let  the  soil  wash  away  as  it  has  in  a  good  many  areas,  where  it 
has  caused  headaches  because  of  that,  I  do  not  think  that  we  are 
serving  the  national  interest.  I  do  not  think  that  we  ought  to  put 
any  impediment  in  the  way  of  that  man. 

Senator  Humphrey.  The  only  point  of  disagreement  is  where  the 
penalty  ought  to  rest.  What  should  be  the  nature  of  the  penalty  for 
overplanting  where  you  have  acreage  allotments  or  production  quotas? 
I  think  the  point  is  well  made  that  if  the  man  overplants  and  over¬ 
produces  on  acreage  allotments  that  you  might  very  well  withdraw 
price  supports  from  that  man  as  a  penalty. 

Mr.  Lynn.  We  do. 

Senator  Humphrey.  It  is  done. 

Mr.  Lynn.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Humphrey.  The  issue  which  the  Department  representa¬ 
tive,  the  Assistant  Secretary,  Mr.  Peterson,  placed  before  us  is  whether 
or  not  you  ought  to  use  a  program  such  as  the  ACP  payment  program 
as  a  disciplinary  or  a  punitive  measure  or  a  penalty  on  your  planting 
under  acreage  allotment  exceeding  those  acreage  allotments..  What 
you  are  really  trying  to  do  with  ACP  is  to  get  soil  conservation. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  there  was  a  tie-in  in  the  beginning  of 
this  program,  and  there  has  been  a  tie-in  with  the  payments  under 
price  supports. 

Senator  Scott.  We  have  heard  quite  a  bit  up  here  in  Congress 
about  double  taxation.  We  do  not  believe  in  double  penalty  either. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Double  jeopardy.  That  is  really  a  violation  of 
the  Constitution. 

Senator  Scott.  To  tax  a  man’s  products. 

Mr.  Lynn.  We  supported  last  year  the  $250  million  appropriation 
for  ACP  payments.  We  are  supporting  the  $175  million  that  has 
been  recommended  to  be  committed  for  the  next  year’s  program. 
We  will  also  support  an  additional  $50  million  if  we  can  get  at  this 
“soil  fertility  bank”  and  the  control  of  diverted  acres  idea  into  legis¬ 
lation.  We'  have  been  promoting  the  soil  fertility  bank  idea,  you 
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know.  I  call  this  to  your  attention,  because  it  is  related  to  the 
problem  we  are  discussing. 

Senator  Humphrey.  There  was  also  a  bill  for  it  in  the  Senate  last 
year  and  another  one  this  year.  I  have  introduced  it. 

Mr.  Lynn.  That  is  right.  We  hope  to  discuss  that  with  you,  I  am 
sure  that  we  can  be  helpful. 

I  have  unloaded  many  a  carload  of  lime  and  phosphate,  et  cetera, 
under  the  ACP  payment  program,  but  our  policies  for  the  last  3  or  4 
years  have  tried  to  emphasize  the  discontinuance  of  ACP  payments 
on  reoccurring  practices,  where  the  value  of  practices  have  become 
an  established  fact,  Senator  Scott. 

For  example,  the  use  of  limestone  in  North  Carolina  is  no  more  a 
question.  It  is  established  practice. 

I  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  in  1953,  the  latest  figures  that 
we  have  available,  42.6  percent  of  the  money  spent  in  ACP,  which 
was  about  $175  million,  went  for  inorganic  fertilizer  material. 

For  example,  in  the  Corn  Belt  it  is  a  common  practice  to  plant  corn 
year  after  year  on  the  same  land.  Much  of  this  money  is  going  for 
cover  crops  to  be  planted  in  the  fall  where  phosphate  and  potash 
fertilizer  is  applied  to  the  cover  crops  to  turn  under  in  the  spring  for 
corn.  It  is  a  recognized  practice  by  the  experiment  station  as  being  ^ 
a  profitable  practice,  one  that  the  farmer  should  do  because  it  pays. 
We  do  not  think  that  ACP  money  should  be  used  for  those  reoccurring 
practices  which  have  already  been  established  as  paying  practices. 

We  would  like  to  see  more  emphasis  put  with  regard  to  the  ACP 
money  on  permanent  practices,  stripcropping,  terracing,  draining,  and 
that  kind  of  thing  that  is  a  permanent  practice. 

When  you  look  over  these  figures  you  cannot  help  but  be  impressed 
with  the  fact  that  it  seems  that  less  and  less  of  this  money  is  being 
directed  and  used  toward  that  type  of  permanent  practice. 

For  example,  in  the  North  Central  region,  of  which  Minnesota  is 
part,  less  than  fifty-eight  one  hundredths  of  1  percent  of  the  money 
used  in  1953  was  on  reforestation. 

In  North  Carolina,  for  example,  the  figure  was  two-tenths  of  1 
percent.  I  think  you  will  agree,  Senator  Scott,  that  on  some  of  those 
bare  hillsides  in  North  Carolina,  that  the  best  thing  we  could  do 
woidd  be  encourage  the  planting  of  trees. 

Senator  Scott.  I  agree. 

Mr.  Lynn.  I  know  that  this  has  a  direct  relationship  to  the  problem 
that  we  are  talking  about.  . 

Senator  Humphrey.  It  does,  indeed.  I  think  your  point  is  well! 
taken  in  reference  to  the  use  of  these  funds. 

Mr.  Lynn.  I  would  like  to  point  out  again  that  the  percentage  of 
farmers  participating  in  the  ACP  payment  program  is  declining. 
For  example,  in  1953  the  latest  figures  available,  37  percent  of  the 
farmers  in  the  United  States  participated  in  the  ACP  payments 
program. 

In  the  State  of  California,  for  example,  the  1952  figure  as  I  recall 
was  16  percent  of  the  farmers  participating;  in  1953  it  was  only  12 
percent. 

In  the  State  of  Kansas,  for  example,  only  24  percent  ol  the  farmers 
participated  in  this  program. 
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In  talking  to  a  lot  of  the  farmers  they  have  said  to  me,  “Well  now, 
we  do  not  want  to  get  free  phosphate  and  free  lime.-’ 

That  is  already  an  established  practice.  What  1  am  simply  saying 
is  that  if  we  would  give  more  emphasis  in  this  program  toward  perma^ 
nent  type  practices  that  will  really  get  at  the  thing  that  Senator 
Scott  is  talking  about  and  which  we  are  very  much  concerned  with - 

Senator  Scot'..  I  have  no  objection  to  that,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Humphrey.  I  think  it  is  a  very  proper  emphasis.  I 
sometimes  am  concerned  about  the  coordination  that  exists  between 
your  established  soil  conservation  service,  your  ACP  program,  your 
forestry  service  and  other  services  that  work  in  these  related  areas. 
There  is  a  tendency  I  think  at  times  to  shoot  off  in  sort  of  separate 
directions. 

Mr.  Lynn.  I  think  that  the  coordination  is  improving. 

Senator  Humphrey.  It  is  improving,  decidedly  so.  There  was  some 
resistance,  I  know,  some  years  ago  between  soil  conservation  and  ACP. 
I  think  that  has  been  worked  out  fairly  well. 

Mr.  Lynn.  May  I  conclude  by  saying  that  I  recognize  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  has  recommended  the  repeal  of  section 
348  and  that  we  are  the  only  witness  recommending  the  continuance 
of  section  348.  We  would  certainly  hope  that  the  committee  would 
give  serious  consideration  to  this  particular  section.  If  it  seems 
advisable  to  amend  this  section  to  do  what  I  suggested  before,  to  take 
care  of  these  smaller  farmers  who  need  to  put  out  enough  corn  to  fdl 
their  silo,  or  the  small  wheat  farmer  who  needs  to  plant  enough  wheat 
for  his  own  home  consumption,  up  to  15  acres,  we  would  support  an 
amendment  to  section  348  to  so  provide. 

Senator  Humphrey.  Is  there  any  further  comment,  gentlemen? 

We  want  to  thank  you  very,  very  much  for  your  testimony.  You 
have  been  very  helpful  to  us  again,  Mr.  Lynn,  and  we  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Lynn.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Humphrey.  I  believe  that  concludes  the  hearing  this 
morning. 

(Whereupon,  at  12  noon,  the  subcommittee  adjourned.) 
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HOUSfe  Feb.  22 


1.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  The  agriculture  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H»  R. 

1573,  to  repeal  Sec,  348  of  the  agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  which  makes 
ACP  payments  contingent  upon  compliance  with  acreage  allotments  on  basic  crops 
ThT  Rept.  67) (p.  1614 ) 

2.  SOYBEANS.  Rep.*  Jorfes,  Mo,,  spoke  against  the  Department's  proposed  revision  of 

the  soybean  gra/e  standards,  claimed  that  every  person  attending  the  Memphis 
hearing  on  thd/s  proposal  expressed  opposition  to  it,  and  inserted  a ^constituent '  s 
letter  to  the  Department  on  this  subject  (pp.  1610-1,  A1128-9,  A1134-^ 

3.  HIGHWAYS ,  /Both  Houses  received  the  President's  message  on  national  highway 

(H.  Doc/99)(pp..>  1597,  1606-7). 


4.  MAT 


i'i.  The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  reported  without  amendment  K.  R.  4 259, 
extend  for  1  year  the  existing  corporate  normal- tax  rate  and  certain  excise-tax 
tes,  and  provides  a  $20  credit  against  the  individual  income  tax  for  each 
personal  exemption  (H.  Rept,  69) (p.  l6l4) . 
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5. 


xSTRY.  Both  Houses  received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  authorise 
tfte  Secretary  to  establish  townsites  within  the  national  forests;  to  H,  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  and  S',  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee,  (pp,  l6llp,  l6l?X 

Leceived  an  Alaska  Legislature  resolution  favoring  issuance  of  a  fee-^Lmple 
title  \p  the  Pacific  Northern  Timber  Co*  of  certain  necessary  tidelands  if 
Shoemaker  Bay  (p«  l6l5). 


t .  .  Lf  RaLS;  LMDS,  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
reconsidered1^,  R.  100,  to  permit  mining,  development,  and  utilization  of  the 
mineral  resources  of  all  public  lands  withdrawn  or  reserved  for  power  develop¬ 
ment,  adopted  s\  amendment  thereto,  and  again  ordered  the  bill  reported  (p.  D12§ 


7.  RECLAMATION;  ELECTRIFICATION;  DROUGHT  RELIEF;  STATEHOOD.  Received  various 
Legislature  resolutions  and  other  petitions  favoring  authorisation  of  the 
Libby  project,  extension  of  the;  emergency  drought  relief  feed  program,  and 
statehood  for  Alaska  (\.  l6l9) . 


late 


8.  TARIFFS;  TREATIES.  Received  a  mass.  Legislature  memorial  opposing  legislation 
lowering  tariffs  on  import sv of  rubber  products,  and  A  Knights  of  Columbus 
( Brookl^m,  N.  Y.)  petition  favoring  the  Bricker  amendment  to  restrict  the 
President's  treater  power  (p.  ±6l5) . 


12. 


9.  INVESTIGATIONS.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  Res.  91,  author¬ 
izing  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  to  investigate  matters  under  its  juris¬ 
diction,  including  laws,  regulation^  etc., /of  the  State  Department  and  other 
Departments,  etc.,  which  participate \in  the  development  and  execution  of  foreign 
policy  (H.  Kept.  6I4);  and  with  amendmek|i/H.  Res.  I05,  authorizing  the  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce  to  investigate  malAprs  under  its  jurisdiction  (R.‘  Rept.  69) 
(pp.  1608-9). 


SENATE  -  Feb. 


10.  SURPLUS  COI a tODITIES .  The  Agriculture  and  Forest  ommittee  on  Agricultural 

.exports  ordered  reported  witiyamendment  S*  ?92,  nd  the  Agricultural  Trade 

Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  195b  so  as  to  ate  the  requirement  that 

privately  owned  stocks  expprted  thereunder  be  r<  from  CCC  stocks.  The 

"Daily  Digest"  states  thaw  the  amendment  xvould  ]  sales  to  be  charged  off 

against  the  set-aside  u/der  the  Agricultural  Aci  (p.  D126.) 


11.  STATEHOOD.  Sen.  i'eub/rger  discussed  Alaska-Hax-raii  stateh  d,  stating  that 

"Secretary  HcKay  h^b  dragged  his  heels  on  Alaskan  stateh  repudiating  his 
onetime  su  port  o /  such  a  step,"  and  inserted  two  Oreg.  igrelature  resolutions 
on  this  subject/Cp,  1<97). 


SENATE  -  Feb.  23 


PAPER1.  JORa 


/  Both  Houses  received  from  the  Commission  on  Organization\o.f  the 
executive  Branch  of  the  Government  (Hoover  Commission)  a  report  "Paperwork 
'anagejirent.  Part  I,  in  the  United  States  Government,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  108, 
- ^ro^ongress"  (H.  Doc.  92);  and  the  Commission 1  s  task  force  report  on  yaperworl 
to  Quvernment  Operations  Committees  (pp.  l6ilj,  1617).  This  report  will  ^iot  he 
jTr  .liable  from  the  Legislative  Reporting  Staff,  fursua  t  to  a  special  arrSnce— 


ea^h  agencv  of  the  Department  is  or<  .ering  its  own  supply  of  the  repor 
#iirectly  from  the  Government  Piuriting  Office, 


84th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
1st  Session  j 


Report 
No.  67 


REPEAL  SECTION  348  OF  AGRICULTURAL  ADJUSTMENT 

ACT  OF  1938,  AS  AMENDED 


February  22,  1955. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  1573] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill  (H.  R. 
1573)  to  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  without  amend¬ 
ment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  by  section  311  of  the  so-called 
Agricultural  Act  of  1954.  The  present  language  of  this  section  pro¬ 
hibits  the  making  of  agricultural  conservation  program  payments  to 
any  farmer  who  “knowingly  harvests”  any  basic  commodity  in  excess 
of  his  acreage  allotment. 

Prior  to  1954,  section  348  of  the  1938  act  had  applied  only  to  cotton 
and  had  declared  ineligible  for  ACP  payments  any  cotton  farmer  who 
“knowingly  overplanted”  his  allotment.  Since  there  are  no  acreage 
allotments  on  cotton  except  when  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect,  and 
since  the  quota  provisions  themselves  are  an  effective  deterrent  to 
overplanting,  the  provision  was  largely  unnoticed  and  seldom  used. 

The  section  applying  this  principle  to  all  basic  commodities  was  put 
into  the  1954  act  in  conference.  There  was  no  comparable  provision 
in  the  House  bill.  Its  adoption  by  the  conferees,  and  subsequently  by 
both  Houses,  brought  about  some  entirely  new,  and  to  some  extent 
unexpected,  difficulties  and  conflicts. 

In  order  to  conform  to  existing  law  relating  to  several  basic  com¬ 
modities,  the  section  had  to  be  made  to  apply  to  “acres  harvested,” 
instead  of  “acres  planted.”  Several  of  the  allotment  and  quota 
provisions  relating  to  basic  commodities  specifically  contemplate  the 
planting  of  acreage  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  if  the  excess 
acres  are  not  harvested  in  the  usual  manner  but  are  used  for  hay, 
forage,  or  similar  purposes. 
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Apparently,  however,  changing  the  application  to  “harvested  acres” 
has  not  eliminated  the  difficulties  but  has,  instead,  multiplied  the 
conflicts  and  the  problems  of  administration. 

For  one  thing,  strict  interpretation  of  the  provisions  of  the  section 
would  seriously  retard  the  agricultural  conservation  program.  This 
program  for  any  particular  year  is  usually  planned  almost  a  year  in 
advance  and  is  authorized  by  Congress  on  that  basis.  The  practices 
which  will  be  approved  for  payment  are  normally  determined  prior  to 
the  beginning  of  the  calendar  year  and  soon  after  the  beginning  of  the 
year  farmers  are  invited  to  sign  up  for  the  program  and  begin  to  carry 
out  the  practices.  Normally,  they  are  eligible  for  payment  for  these 
practices  as  soon  as  they  have  been  carried  out  or  as  soon  as  the 
materials  have  been  purchased,  and  ordinarily  all  payments  have  been 
made  by  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  on  June  30. 

If,  in  strict  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  section,  a  farmer 
must  wait  until  he  can  certify  that  he  has  not  harvested  a  crop  in 
excess  of  his  allotment,  payment  can  frequently  not  be  made  until  the 
following  year,  because  in  some  areas  some  crops  are  still  being 
harvested  at  the  year’s  end. 

Section  348,  as  amended,  which  would  be  repealed  by  this  bill,  is 
in  direct  conflict  with  the  spirit  of  several  provisions  of  the  acreage- 
allotment  and  marketing-quota  laws,  and  with  at  least  two  other  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  1954  act  itself. 

The  wheat-marketing-quota  law  provides,  for  example,  that  any 
farmer  (whether  he  has  a  wheat  allotment  or  not)  may  plant  and 
market  up  to  15  acres  of  wheat  without  becoming  subject  to  the 
marketing-quota  provisions.  It  is  the  clear  intent  of  this  provision 
of  law  to  permit  farmers  in  areas  where  wheat  is  not  a  major  com¬ 
mercial  crop  to  plant  a  small  acreage  as  a  nurse  crop  or  cover  crop,  or 
for  feed  on  the  farm,  without  penalty.  Section  348,  as  amended, 
however,  would  penalize  them  by  denying  them  any  benefit  from  the 
agricultural  conservation  program  unless  they  did  comply  with  acre¬ 
age  allotments. 

Section  309  (b)  of  the  1954  act  exempts  from  the  wheat  marketing 
quota  law  wheat  produced  in  any  State  where  the  acreage  allotment  for 
the  marketing  year  is  25,000  acres  or  less.  The  purpose  of  this  pro¬ 
vision  is  to  liberalize  the  marketing  quota  law  so  as  to  eliminate 
useless  administrative  action  and  to  permit  growers  in  the  noncom¬ 
mercial  areas  (most  of  whom  produce  only  for  use  on  the  farm  and 
send  no  wheat  whatever  into  commercial  channels)  to  produce  wheat 
without  regard  to  marketing  quotas.  Section  348,  however,  would 
require  administrative  action  such  as  this  provision  seeks  to  eliminate 
and  make  the  control  law  stricter,  instead  of  more  liberal. 

Section  304  of  the  1954  act  repealed  the  authority  for  marketing 
quotas  on  corn,  permitting  the  growing  of  corn  in  excess  of  acreage 
allotments  with  no  penalty  other  than  the  loss  of  eligibility  for  price 
support.  Section  348,  however,  would  add  a  new  penalty— loss  of 
ACP  payments. 

In  addition,  the  committee  believes  that  this  short  experience  with 
section  348  of  the  1938  act,  as  amended,  has  demonstrated  quite 
clearly  that  it  is  wrong  in  principle.  Programs  designed  to  stabilize 
the  price  and  the  supply  of  specific  agricultural  commodities  are  and 
should  be  kept  entirely  separate  from  those  programs  which  have  as 
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their  objective  the  preservation  and  improvement  of  our  soil  and  water 
resources. 

The  marketing  quota  penalties  and  the  loss  of  price  supports  in  the 
case  of  acreage  allotments  have  proved  sufficient  deterrents  to  over¬ 
production  of  those  commodities  which  are  accorded  price  support  in 
return  for  this  measure  of  production  control  by  farmers.  Conserva¬ 
tion  programs  are  designed  for  the  long-range  benefit  of  the  Nation  as 
a  whole.  The  carrying  out  of  proper  conservation  measures  may 
actually,  in  many  instances,  be  unprofitable  to  the  farmer  who  is 
working  the  land.  The  objectives  of  this  program  are  entirely  separate 
and  different  from  the  objectives  of  our  price  support  programs  and 
should  be  kept  so. 

A  large  number  of  similar  bills  were  considered  by  the  committee  in 
its  hearings  on  this  matter.  The  bills  included : 


H.  R.  32,  Mr.  Berrjr 
H.  R.  461,  Mr.  Lovre 
H.  R.  1776,  Mr.  Christopher 
H.  R.  1832,  Mr.  Polk 
H.  R.  1859,  Mr.  Wilson 
H.  R.  2412,  Mr.  Jones 
H.  R.  2415,  Mr.  Laird 
H.  R.  2540,  Mr.  Albert 


H.  R.  2544,  Mr.  Avery 
H.  R.  3130,  Mr.  Moulder 
H.  R.  3240,  Mr.  Abbitt 
H.  R,.  3312,  Mr.  George 
H.  R.  3438,  Mr.  Johnson 
H.  R.  3464,  Mr.  Quigley 
H.  R.  3781,  Mrs.  Knutson 
H.  R.  4059,  Mr.  Deane 


No  witnesses  appeared  at  the  hearing  in  opposition  to  the  bill. 
Because  of  time  limitations,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  was  not 
asked  to  submit  a  formal  report  but  a  representative  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  testified  at  the  hearing  in  support  of  the  bills. 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  rules  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  are  shown 
as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  black 
brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  and  existing  law  in  which  no 
change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  Amended 

[Sec.  348.  (a)  Any  person  who  knowingly  harvests  any  basic  agricultural 
commodity  on  his  farm  which  has  been  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  in 
excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  commodity  for  the  farm  for  such 
year  under  this  title  shall  not  be  eligible  for  any  payment  for  such  year  under 
the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended. 

[(b)  Persons  applying  for  any  payment  of  money  under  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  shall  file  with  the  application  a  state¬ 
ment  of  facts  showing  eligibility  under  this  section.] 
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84th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  24 

H.  R.  1573 

[Report  No.  67] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

January  6, 1955 

Mr.  Hote  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 

February  22, 1955 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

To  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

1938. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

4  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  repealed,  effective  with  respect 

5  to  1955  and  subsequent  crops. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  ordered  reported  pay  raise  bill.  Senate  committee 
ordered  reported  tax  bill  after  delating  personal  income  tax  deduction.  House  Rules 
Committee  cleared  bill  to  repeal  ACP\ie-in  \tfth  acreage  allotments.  House  corn- 


reported  bill  amending  and  extending  sartimter  research  program.  Sen.  Byrd  urged 
USDA  to  reject  strip  mining  permit  in  Cumu«rland  national  Forest. 


1.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration 
of  H.  R.  l573.>  to  repeal  Sec.  3b8  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1930, 
which  makes  ACP  payments  contingent  upon  compliance  with  acreage  allotments 
on  basic  crops  (p.  1909). 


2.  FUNGIBLE  GOODS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported  H.  R.  1831,  to  amend 

the  CCC  Charter  xct/in  order  to  protect  innocent  purchasers  of  fungible  goods 
converted  by  warehousemen  from  CCC  claims  (pp.  D1U8-9) .  \ 

3.  HOUSING  LOANS# y'The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 

H.  J,  Res.  202,  to  increase  by  '1.5  billion  the  mortgage  insurance  authority 
of  the  Fede/al  Housing  Administration  (p.  1909).  \ 

h.  SALT-WATER  RESEARCH .  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  reported 
H.  R.  «KL26,  to  authorize  additional  funds  for  the  Interior  Department  rqr 
research  in  the  development  and  utilization  of  saline  waters,  to  extend  the 
period  of  this  program,  etc.  (p.  DlU9).  \ 


% 


CREDIT  UNIONS.  Rep.  Patman  inserted  several  Texas  Credit  Union  articles  outli: 
/ing  the  growth  of  credit  unions  during  195J-!-  (pp.  1913-U) . 


J/COliGAFIZATION .  In  its  report  on  personnel  (R.  Doc.  89)  the  .“Hoover  Commission 
nieces  recommendations  as  f  ollows:  . 

"Recommendation  Ho.  1 

V1  (a)  Career  administrators,  as  rapidly  as  possible,  should  be  relieved 
by  noncareer  executives  of  responsibility  for  advocacy  or  defense  of  policies 
and  programs  and  should  be  kept  out  pf  direct  participation  in  political 
controversies.  This  recommendation  is  in  no  way  intended  to  restrict 
Congress  in  obtaining  information  from  any  employee  of  the  Government. 

"(b)  Additional  competent  noncareer  executives  should  be  worked  into 
management  organization  at  the  departmental  level  to  help  carry  the  workload, 
assist  the  secretaries  and  assistant  secretaries  in  improving  their  control 
over  and  grasp  of  departmental  business,  and  take  over  the  political  tasks 
formerly  handled  \y  many  career  administrators.  Political  appointees  should 
not  be  placed  in  the  line  of  command  below  career  administrators.  Obviously, 
such  appointments  undermine  the  line  of  command  and  make  the  position  of 
career  administrator  untenable." 

"Recommendation  No  2  \ 

"Ue  recommend  that  Idle  President  designate  the  positions  which  should 
be  in  the  noncareer  category  and  that  he  use  the  folloitfing  criteria  to  deter¬ 
mine  positions  xtfhich  shouloVbe  in  this  category: 

"(a)  All  positions  filled  bxr  Presidential  appointment,  with  or  xdthout 
confirmation  by  the  Senate;  . 

"(b)  All  positions  having  \es ted  in  them  statutory  authority  or  Execu¬ 
tive  delegations  of  authority  requiring  the  incumbents  to  make  final  decisions 
in  the  establishment  of  governing  policies,  programs,  objectives  and  in  the 
enunciation  of  principles  which  will,  control  the  action  of  subordinates  in 
the  implementation  of  the  foregoing;  \ 

"(c)  All  positions,  the  duties  of\rhich  require  the  incumbents  to  act 
publicly  in  advocating  new  policies  andNln  justifying  or  defending  the 
governing  policies  or  the  basic  principled  or  philosophy  which  controls  their 
department  or  agency  policies.  Such  dutie\  would  include  direct  participa¬ 
tion  with,  or  representation  of  noncareer  e:\cutives  in  public  debate, 
evaluative  discussions,  and  justifications  of ^departmental  policies,  programs, 
or  activities;  \ 

"(d)  host  positions  of  a  personal  and  confidential  nature,  such  as  per¬ 
sonal  aids,  confidential  secretaries,  .ana  personal  chauffeurs,  i'oncareer 
executives  may,  of  course,  continue  to  employ  careek  people  in  such  positions. 

"The  Commission  believes  that  the  use  of  these  recommended  criteria  to¬ 
gether  with  the  concept  of  concentrating  political  responsibility  at  the 
depart:,! ental  level  would  do  much  to  lessen  the  difficulties  involved  in  this 
complex  problem.  \ 

"The  Commission  also  believes  that  some  confusion  in  the  personnel  ad¬ 
ministration  could  be  eliminated  by  a  redefinition  of  the  classes  of  the 
positions  exempted  from  the  competitive  civil  service  xxrhich  wtmld  clearly 
distinguish  the  positions  exempted  provisionally  because  of  testing  difficul¬ 
ties  or  manpower  shortages  from  those  exempted  indefinitely  because  they  are 
political  or  confidential  in  nature.  \ 


2  ..accept  certain  positions,  discussed  later,  which  the  Commission  recommends 

be  removed  from  either  Senate  confirmation  or  Presidential  aopointment  or 
both .  \ 


84th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
1st  Session  f 


Report 
No.  83 


CONSIDERATION  OF  H.  R.  1573 


March  1,  1955. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Madden,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  161] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  161,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommendation 
that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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House  Calendar  No.  20 


84th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  RES.  161 


[Report  No.  83] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  1, 1955 

Mr.  Madden,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution ; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  he  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 

4  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  hill  (H.  R.  1573)  to 

5  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

6  1938.  After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  hill, 

7  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided 

8  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  inern- 

9  her  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall  he  read 

10  for  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the  con- 

11  elusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  hill  for  amendment,  the 

12  Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with 

13  such  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  the 


V 


2 


1  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill 

2  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  inter- 

3  vening  motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 
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HOUSE 


1,  SOIL  CONSERVATION „  Passed  without  amendment  H„  R,  1573,  to  repeal  Sec.  31+8  of 

the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  which  makes  AGP  payments  contingent 
upon  compliance  with  acreage  allotments  on  basic  crops  (pp,  1967-9,  1971+-9). 

■——y - 

2.  RICE,  Both  Houses  re/eived  from  this  Department  a  Ac  port  on  the  study  of 

various  two-price  systems  of  price  support  and  markeV ng  which  could  be  made 
applicable  to  rice,  pursuant  to  section  315,  Public  Las/690 ,  83rd  Congress;  to 
H,  Agriculture  and  S,  Agriculture  and  Forestry  CommitteAp  (pp.  1935-6,  1936). 

3  ,  HOUSING  LOANS/  Passed  without  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  1+2,  to  increase  by  ..>1«5 

billion  th? mortgage  insurance  authority  of  the  Federal  Housing  Administration 
(pp.  1 966/  I969-7I+) «  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President, 

1+.  FARM  PR/GRaM.  Rep,  Patman  inserted  excerpts  from  his  weekly  letters  during 
January  and  February,  including  views  on  price  supports  and  help  fV  the 
f ai/ly-size  farm  (pp,  1980-3). 


r  A-v.  -13 


LGCUECES.  The  Subcommittee  on  Territories  approved  for  reporting  with 
mendments  to  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  H.  Rw  3990,  to  auth¬ 
orize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  investigate  and  report  to  the  Congress 
on  projects  for  the  conservation,  development,  and  utilization  of  the  water 
roes  of  Alaska  (p.  Dl!>6). 


resoul 


6  SURPLUS  PifPfRTY.  Received  from  the  Federal  Civil  Defense  Administration  a 
proposed  Kill  "to  amend  further  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Act  of  13k9\  as  amended,  to  authorize  the  disposal  of  surplus  property  for 
civil  defense,' purposes;  "to  Government  Operations  Committee  (pp.  1986-7)  ° 


Service: 


7.  STATEHOOD.  Received  memorials  from  the  Mass.  Legislature  urging  statehood  for 
Alaska  and  Hawaii\(p.  1988). 


8.  FOREIGR  TILDE;  COTTOI'k  The  Legislative  Reporting  Staff  has  available  for  lend¬ 
ing  purposes  copies  ox  a  committee  print  issued  by  the  International  Operations 
Subcommittee,  House  Government  Operations  Committee,  "Report  on  Procurement 


of  American  Cotton  by  Spain » ' 


TRANSPORTATION.  H.  Rep t „  8Ck (see  Digest  i'Iot  36),  by  the  Merchant  Marine  and 
Fisheries  Committee,  makes  the  following  recommendations  in  connection  with 
administration  of  the  Cargo  Preference  Act: 

"lu  Government  agencies  should  discontinue  the  practice  of  permitting 
representatives  of  foreign  governments  to  arrange  for  shipments  of  that  cargo 
which  is  subject  to  the  limitation^  of  the  Cargo  Preference  Act. 

"2.  The  General  Services  Administration  should  immediately  assume  the 
responsibility  placed  upon  it  by  law\nd  centralize  in  one  agency  the  function 
of  transportation  and  traffic  management,  (See  sec,  201  (a)  of  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act\of  19h9.) 

"3.  Procedures  should  be  establishedNunder  which  each  of  the  executive 
agencies  administering  export  cr  import  prbgrams  shall  exchange  information 
and  so  plan  their  activities  in  the  transportation  field  as  to  effect  a  more 

economical  operation  and  a  more  effective  administration  of  the  Cargo  Preference 
Act,  x 

"U.  Tne  Maritime  Administrator  should  undertake  to  publish  rates  for  the 
guidance  of  the  agency  arranging  cargo  shipments  lk  determining  from  time  to 
bine  whether  United  States-flag  ships  are  available\t  fair  and  reasonable  rates 
lor  mi  ted  Stales-flag  commercial  vessels. 

Liner  services  should  be  utilized  to  the  extern, 

*  consideration  should  be  given  to  the  execution 
ana  other  similar  arrangements  designed  to  secure  lower 
lor  uovernnent  shipments. 

nariuime  Acministration  should  exercise  generalKsurve Hance  over 
e  aominiotration  and  operation  of  the  Cargo  Preference  Act  and  report  to  the 
Congress  periodically  with  respect  thereto „ 

,  . °r  !ile  jecre^fry  of  State  should  take  all  action  necessary '  nd  approoriate 

ne  .  national  policy  of  the  United  States  as  reflected  Kn  the  Cargo 
^  rence  Act  m  our  relations  with  foreign  nations." 


t 


practicable. 

consecutive  charters 
nsportation  rates 


if 


SERATI 


10.  -O  iiODITY  EXCILlHGES  j  FARI  C<  EDIT  *  SURPLUS  COT  'innTTT-  o  tv,  >  •  i  + 

Foreet-nr  rnmmi  +  f '  .  ,  R  .77  OJlL^ljU0  CU1_ iODl i ID „  The  Agriculture  arA 

CEA  registration  and^  ^  ea  without  amendment  S,  10^1,  to  authorize  increas^ 
registration  and  renewal  of  certificates  fees  (S.  Rept.  39);  S.  9iil,  to 


84th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  1573 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

March  4, 1955 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


AN  ACT 

•i  ^ 

To  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

1938. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

4  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  repealed,  effective  with  respect 

5  to  1955  and  subsequent  crops. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  March  2,  1955. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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March  2,  1955 

TO  AMEND  THE  AGRICULTURAL 
ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  ResolutionT61  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R. 
1573)  to  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938.  After  general 
debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill, 
and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  1  hour,  to 
be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall 
be  read  for  amendment  under  the  5-minute 
rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee 
shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House 
with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 
adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall  be 
considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  in¬ 
tervening  motion  except  one  motion  to 
recommit. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Brown],  and  I  yield  myself  such 
time  as  I  may  require  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  urge  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  House  Resolution  161  which  will 
make  in  order  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  (H.  R.  1573)  to  repeal  section  348  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938. 

House  Resolution  161  provides  for  an 
open  rule  with  1  hour  of  general  debate 
on  the  bill  itself. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  brought  out  dur¬ 
ing  the  hearing  before  the  Committee 
on  Rules  that  the  present  section  of  348 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  by  section  311  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1954  pro¬ 
hibits  the  making  of  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program  payments  to  any 
farmer  who  knowingly  harvests  any 
basic  commodity  in  excess  of  his  acreage 
allotment. 

The  testimony  before  the  Committee 
on  Rules  indicated  that  this  provision 
has  not  worked  well  and  has  placed  some 
undue  hardships  on  some  farmers  who 
really  were  not  meant  to  be  affected  by 
this  provision. 

One  example  that  was  given  was  that 
ordinarily  conservation  payments  are 
made  to  the  fanners  as  soon  as  they 
start  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 
conservation  program.  According  to 
the  strict  interpretation  of  this  section 
of  the  present  bill,  however,  a  farmer 
must  wait  until  he  can  certify  that  he 
has  not  harvested  a  crop  in  excess  of 
his  allotment  before  he  can  receive  his 
payments  and  in  some  areas  crops  are 
being  harvested  at  the  years’  end.  Thus 
it  would  mean  that  conservation  pay¬ 
ments  would  be  carried  over  until  the 
next  year. 

According  to  the  report  on  H.  R.  1573, 
section  348,  of  the  AAA  Act,  as  amended, 
which  H.  R.  1573  would  repeal,  is  in 
direct  conflict  with  the  spirit  of  several 
provisions  of  the  acreage  allotment  and 
marketing  quota  laws,  and  with  at  least 
2  other  provisions  of  the  1954  act  itself. 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  in  their 
report  indicated  that  they  feel  that  the 


marketing  quota  penalties  and  the  loss 
of  price  supports  in  the  case  of  acreage 
allotments  have  been  sufficient  deter¬ 
rents  to  overproduction  of  commodities 
which  are  granted  price  supports  in  re¬ 
turn  for  a  measure  of  production  con¬ 
trol  by  farmers. 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  indi¬ 
cated  that  they  feel  that  conservation 
programs  are  designed  for  the  long- 
range  benefit  of  the  Nation  and  that 
the  conservation  program  should  not  be 
tied  to  the  price-support  program. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  rule  which  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules  has  granted  is  an  open 
one;  amendments  will  be  in  order  and 
I  hope  that  the  membership  of  the  House 
will  adopt  the  resolution  which  will  allow 
for'  the  consideration  of  H.  R.  1573. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walter], 

<Mr.  WALTER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  yester¬ 
day  I  was  deeply  shocked  to  see  a  press 
release  which  purported  to  issue  jointly 
from  the  offices  of  several  Senators  and 
Members  of  this  body. 

I  was,  and  still  am,  shocked  because 
the  statements  made  in  the  release  were 
inaccurate. 

I  regret  that  those  who  permitted  the 
use  of  their  names  on  this  erroneous 
release  did  not  check  the  facts  before 
making  it  public. 

It  is  not  true  that  the  Immigration 
and  Naturalization  Act  in  any  way  tends 
to,  and  I  quote,  “maintain  our  own  iron 
curtain,  against  visitors  and  alien  im¬ 
migrants  alike,  while  criticizing  the 
Iron  Curtain  abroad.” 

It  is  not  true  that,  under  present  law, 
there  are  “daily  examples  of  senseless 
cruelty  against  aliens  already  resident 
here,  or  recently  arrived  here.”  Such 
statements  are  untrue,  made  either 
ignorantly  or  deliberately,  but  they  are 
untrue  and  demonstrably  so. 

During  the  year  1954,  the  total  admis¬ 
sion  of  aliens  to  the  United  States  was 
over  770,099 — immigrants,  temporary 
workers,  and  visitors.  This  is  no  iron 
curtain. 

According  to  the  Solicitor  General  of 
the  United  States,  Simon  Soboloff,  a 
week  ago,  there  were  2,  I  repeat  2,  per¬ 
sons  under  arrest  in  the  custody  of  the 
Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service. 
They  were  both  stowaways. 

The  Immigration  and  Naturaliza¬ 
tion  Act,  characterized  by  its  enemies  as 
a  “shameful”  law,  has  not  had  the  sti¬ 
fling  effect  they  would  imply. 

An  actual  increase  of  immigration  is 
reported  in  1954,  the  second  year  the  act 
was  in  operation.  A  total  of  208,000 
immigrant  aliens  were  admitted,  an  in¬ 
crease  of  22  percent  over  the  preced¬ 
ing  year.  Nonimmigrant  admissions 
reached  an  all-time  high  of  566,613  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  year,  according  to  the  statis¬ 
tics  of  the  Immigration  and  Natural¬ 
ization  Service. 

The  act  attempts  to  deal  in  an  orderly 
way  with  the  admission  of  aliens,  plac¬ 
ing  restrictions  in  the  way  of  those 
whose  admission  would  be  contrary  to 
the  interests  of  the  United  States.  It 
provides  for  the  deportation  of  those 
who  abuse  our  hospitality,  or  by  sub¬ 


versive  or  criminal  act  endanger  our 
country  and  its  citizens.  The  critics  of 
the  act  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  admis¬ 
sion  to  the  United  States  is  a  privilege 
and  not  a  right,  that  national  and  not 
international  interest  must  be  our  first 
concern  in  this  field. 

The  intolerable  barriers  which  are 
said  to  keep  renowned  scientists,  schol¬ 
ars,  and  men  of  letters  from  coming  to 
our  shores  as  visitors,  cannot  be  found 
in  the  language  of  this  statute.  Aliens 
whose  entry  would  be  prejudicial  to  the 
public  interest  or  would  endanger  the 
welfare,  safety,  or  security  of  the  United 
States  are  barred,  it  is  true,  but  if  these 
renowned  scientists,  scholars,  and  men 
of  letters  fall  within  this  subversive  clas¬ 
sification,  their  admission  could  not 
seriously  be  advocated  by  any  persons 
having  the  interests  of  the  United  States 
at  heart.  Did  we  not  hear  from  Profes¬ 
sor  Pontecorvo  in  the  Soviet  press  just 
the  other  day  how  many  atomic  secrets 
he  has  betrayed  to  our  mortal  enemy? 

And  was  he  not  a  visitor  to  the  United 
States  just  a  few  months  before  he  de¬ 
serted  to  the  enemy  camp?  I  am  rather 
proud  of  the  fact  that  all  those  visits 
Dr.  Pontecorvo  paid  to  the  secret  United 
States  laboratories  were  made  before 
the  enactment  of  the  “iniquitous”  Mc- 
Carran-Walter  Act  and  that  he  could 
not  have  paid  such  a  visit  since  its  en¬ 
actment. 

The  national  origins  quota  system, 
which  is  basically  the  target  of  the  oppo¬ 
sition  to  the  act,  has  been  in  effect  since 
1929.  It  provides  a  mathematical  for¬ 
mula  for  determining  quota  allocations, 
based  on  the  1920  census  figures,  with  a 
view  to  the  maintenance  of  homogeneity 
in  this  melting  pot  of  nations.  It  was 
not  designed  to  relieve  population  pres¬ 
sures  in  all  the  countries  of  the  world. 

It  is  a  businesslike  formula  which  in¬ 
sures,  at  least,  the  minimum  quota  to 
eveiy  country  or  quota  area.  It  is  quite 
unlike  the  “commission-distribution” 
proposal  advocated  in  some  of  the  loose¬ 
ly  prepare  bills  which  would  permit  al¬ 
most  the  entire  quota  to  be  allocated  to 
asylum  preference  and  national  inter¬ 
est  groups.  Suffice  it  to  say,  these  bills 
propose  that  the  commissioners  who  ; 
would  allocate  these  quotas  would  be 
political  appointees. 

As  I  have  said  before,  I  much  prefer 
that  visas  be  allocated  under  a  formula 
devised  by  mathematicians  rather  than 
under  one  contrived  by  politicians. 

The  joint  explanatory  statement  ap¬ 
pearing  in  the  Record  of  February  25, 
1955,  submitted  by  the  sponsors  of  the 
alleged  revision  bill  in  the  Senate  refers 
to  the  flexibility  of  its  proposed  quota 
system.  This  proposal  certainly  has 
flexibility,  if  nothing  else.  In  fact,  it 
permits  the  politically  appointed  com¬ 
missioners  to  exercise  flexibility  to  the 
extent  that,  of  the  250,000  quota  num¬ 
bers  to  be  made  available  under  the  bill, 
only  250  numbers  would  be  guaranteed  to 
any  one  nation  or  quota  area,  leaving 
approximately  200,000  quota  numbers  to 
be  dispensed  by  the  commissioners  at 
will,  as  political  expediency  may  direct. 
True,  the  statement  stipulates  that  not 
less  than  25  percent  of  the  quota  shall  be 
available  for  family  preference,  not  less 
than  5  percent  for  occupational  prefer- 


1968 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


March  2 


pnces  not  less  than  20  percent  for  sur¬ 
plus-population  groups,  and  a  namimum 
of  151  percent  for  refugees,  but  there  is 
no  restriction  which  would  prevent  the 
commissioners  from  allotting ^  the  total 
number  of  200,000  visas  to  just  one  na 

tl0On°er itemTn  the  statement  calls  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  liberal  provision  in  the  new 

bill  that  a  naturalized  United  States  cit¬ 
izen  may  return  with  equanimity  to  the 
country  of  his  birth  or  of  his  former  na¬ 
tionality  and  may  permanently  ieside 
there  throughout  the  rest  of  his  lifetime 
without  loss  of  United  States  citizenship. 

Coupled  with  the  exemption  in  our  in¬ 
come-tax  laws  benefiting  citizens  who 
remain  abroad  for  a  period  in  excess  of 
18  months,  we  might  question  the  advis¬ 
ability  of  permitting  permanent  reten¬ 
tion  of  United  States  citizenship  for  per¬ 
sons  so  residing.  It  certainly  does  not 
substantiate  the  charge  that  the  present 
law  is  “discriminatory,  oppressive,  and 
ruthless.5  * 

But  the  whole  issue  turns  upon  the 
question  of  the  quota.  According  to  the 
joint  release,  the  intention  seems  not  to 
abolish  quotas  but  to  reallocate  them  so 
as  to  put  the  whole  Western  Hemisphere 
under  a  quota,  and  thus  to  destroy  our 
good  relations  with  our  closest  neighbors. 

It  is  a  truly  devilish  scheme  to  turn 
our  Canadian  and  Latin-American 
friends  away  from  us  and  to  give  aid  and 
comfort  to  future  Moscow  agents  like 
Arbenz,  of  Guatemala. 

The  timing  is  good.  It  is  as  good  as 
the  best  Kremlin  tradition.  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica  is  now — after  Asia — the  No.  1  target 
of  international  communism. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Madden]  has  explained,  House  Resolu¬ 
tion  161  makes  in  order  consideration 
of  the  bill  H.  R.  1573  under  an  open 
rule,  with  1  hour  of  general  debate. 

H.  R.  1573  simply  corrects  an  inequity 
that  has  been  found  in  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  as  it  was  amended  last 
year.  The  situation  creates  a  contro¬ 
versy  in  agriculture,  and  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  a  corrective  one  only. 

The  measure  was,  of  course,  as  ex¬ 
pected,  reported  unanimously  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  The  rule 
was  also  reported  unanimously  by  the 
House  Committee  on  Rules. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man], 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks  and  include  extra¬ 
neous  matter.) 

All-.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  certainly  each  of  us  cannot  be¬ 
come  a  millionaire  nor  establish  and 
maintain  a  mammoth  industrial  plant. 

Nor  can  management,  without  the 
wholehearted  cooperation  of  employees, 
create,  build,  and  maintain  an  efficient, 
profitable  industrial  plant. 


As  an  outstanding  example  of  what 
can  be  done,  not  only  by  the  individual 
possessing  exceptional  ability  and  a  driv¬ 
ing  ambition  but  by  those  of  us  who  have 
just  an  average  amount  of  intelligence 
in  an  industrial  age,  is  illustrated  by  the 
story  of  Whirlpool,  its  workers,  its  presi¬ 
dent,  and  management. 

From  the  February  1955  issue  of  Inside 
Michigan  comes  the  story  demonstrating 
the  truth  of  the  above  statement.  That 
story  reads  as  follows: 

Whirlpool's  Other  Balance  Sheet — A  Big- 
Scale  Experiment  in  Community  Rela¬ 
tions  Is  Paying  Off  for  Whirlpool  Cor¬ 
poration  at  St.  Joe 

(By  Edward  C.  Fielder) 

Some  few  months  ago  Mr.  Elisha  Gray  II, 
president  of  the  Whirlpool  Corp.,  makers  of 
home  laundry  appliances,  addressed  the  Ro¬ 
tary  Club,  of  Los  Angeles,  on  a  somewhat 
unique  topic.  He  was  holding  forth  about 
the  changed  concept  of  industrial  manage¬ 
ment  in  general,  including  the  effect  of  “big 
government”  and  “big  labor.”  He  said  that 
for  the  past  20  years  these  two  had  occupied 
the  center  of  the  industrial  stage  while  the 
businessman  had  figuratively  been  pushed 
into  the  wings.  This  was  a  good,  solid,  in¬ 
formative  speech  and  the  members  nodded 
appreciatively  over  their  cigars.  But  Mr. 
Gray  went  on  to  say  something  that  gained 
national  attention: 

“I  beg  of  you — let  us  heed  the  lessons  and 
the  meaning  of  the  past  two  decades.  Let 
us  acknowledge  that  in  addition  tothe  ordi¬ 
nary  assets  which  we  list  on  our  balance 
sheet  such  as  cash,  accounts  receivable,  in¬ 
ventory,  etc.,  we  truly  have  other  unlisted 
assets  which  contribute  greatly  to  our  busi¬ 
ness  success.  And  just  as  today’s  corporate 
balance  sheet  fails  to  list  these  assets,  so 
doe  it  ignore  the  matching  liabilities  or 
responsibilities.” 

What  other  assets?  Many  of  his  listeners 
knew  that  Mr.  Gray  headed  the  Whirlpool 
Corp.,  with  principal  offices  and  plant  at 
St.  Joseph,  Mich.;  many  knew  that  Whirl¬ 
pool  is  the  largest  manufacturer  of  home 
washers  in  the  industry,  almost  as  large  as 
its  two  leading  competitors  combined;  a  few 
know  that  Elisha  Gray  II  was  the  bearer  of  a 
famous  American  industrial  name,  being 
the  grandson  of  the  inventor  of  the  pay- 
station  telephone  and  a  founder  of  what  is 
now  Westinghouse  Electric.  That's  about  all 
the  Rotarians  knew  about  Mr.  Gray  or  his 
company.  But  it  was  enough  to  qualify  him 
to  speak  with  authority. 

He  went  on  to  set  up  virtually  another 
set  of  books  in  his  speech.  He  listed  as  as¬ 
sets:  (a)  “a  well-balanced  community,”  phy¬ 
sically,  socially,  and  educationally;  (b)  “our 
people — our  greatest  asset;”  the  3,500  men 
and  women  who  work  for  Whirlpool  in  St. 
Joseph  and  Benton  Harbor,  and  the  total  of 
6,000  or  more  who  work  for  the  company 
in  all  its  plants,  and  (c)  the  community  spirit 
of  all  the  people,  employees,  and  others, 
toward  the  company. 

Balanced  against  these  assets  were  liabili¬ 
ties  which  he  called  responsibilities.  First 
among  these  was  consideration,  if  it  could 
not  be  freely  given,  then  the  asset  called 
“people”  was  worthless.  Second  was  compe¬ 
tent  management,  in  which  the  people  could 
retain  confidence.  If  they  didn’t  have  confi¬ 
dence  in  the  company  management,  and 
trust  it  to  decide  wisely  on  matters  affect¬ 
ing  company  operations,  said  Gray,  no 


Nevertheless,  the  door  of  opportunity  amount  of  dollar  profit  on  the  books  would 


is  still  open  here  in  America  to  those  of 
us  who  are  willing  to  wholeheartedly 
work  toward  a  desired  end.  Each  of  us 
can,  if  health  permits,  at  least  do  some¬ 
thing  more  than  worthwhile  to  establish 
his  own  independence  and  security. 


have  any  lasting  meaning.  The  company 
would  disintegrate,  in  time.  And  the  third 
responsibility  was  a  sense  of  belonging  to 
the  community;  integrating  the  company 
into  it  in  a  spirit  of  good  citizenship  and 
nothing  else.  That  meant  gifts,  he  said,  for 
charitable  and  community  causes,  “because 


there  are  few  rich  people  nowadays  to  finance 
such  things.”  And  it  meant  an  everlasting 
effort  to  see  that  the  company's  people  were 
successful,  personally,  according  to  their 
definition  of  the  term — happy,  solvent,  pros¬ 
perous. 

“Up  to  now,”  he  concluded,  “in  evaluating 
the  performance  of  a  company,  we  have 
used  only  a  financial  accounting.  I  sug¬ 
gest  that  we  encourage  a  public  accounting 
by  all  businesses  on  the  additional  values 
of  a  company’s  citizenship — its  success  in 
the  handling  of  the  human  factors  which, 
in  the  last  analysis,  are  its  very  bone  and 
sinew.” 

In  a  spirit  of  curiosity,  which  might  be 
called  openminded  skepticism,  I  conducted 
a  small  investigation  at  the  Whirlpool  plant, 
to  see  what  was  happening.  I  was  shown 
through  the  various  departments,  often  cut¬ 
ting  loose  from  my  guide  to  finger  some 
newly  fabricated  parts  or  examine  a  big 
multistage  press.  I  wanted  to  see  how 
Whirlpool  washers  were  built,  and  the  kind 
of  material  and  workmanship  that  went  into 
them.  I  had  a  chance  to  talk  to  a  few 
people.  Later  I  was  given  cordial  access  to 
all  the  statistics  on  the  business,  its  history, 
and  figures  on  earnings,  dividends,  Federal 
income  and  excise  taxes,  and  so  on.  It’s 
exciting  reading. 

For  example,  Whirlpool's  phenomenal  vol¬ 
ume — production  and  sales.  The  company 
is  not  a  major  advertiser;  it  has  about  80 
regional  distributors  and  12,000  retail  out¬ 
lets.  The  company  makes  and  sells  upward 
of  6,000  units  a  day.  It  has  achieved, 
through  elaborate  and  costly  production 
tooling  (including  20  miles  of  overhead  con¬ 
veyors)  so  efficient  a  utilization  of  manpower 
that  it  is  challenging  the  automotive  in¬ 
dustry.  Whirlpool’s  Benton  Harbor -St.  Joe 
plants  are  running  about  1.75  completed 
units  per  man-day. 

Whirlpool  has  a  very  good  record  of  labor 
peace  in  St.  Joe,  although  its  contract  is 
with  one  of  the  most  volatile  of  all  unions, 
the  UE.  It  pays  hourly  wages  in  excess 
of  the  industrywide  average  in  the  elec¬ 
trical  appliance  industry  and  among  other 
St.  Joseph  industries,  and  Whirlpool  pays  not 
far  from  $100  a  week  across  the  board.  To 
challenge  the  worker  to  the  utmost,  the 
production  engineers  give  him  more  and 
more  elaborate  machines  to  operate.  Thus 
the  production  cost  per  item  remains  the 
same,  or  drops  slightly  from  year  to  year. 

With  fair  wages,  secure  employment  with 
minimum  seasonal  layoffs,  and  a  delightful 
community  to  live  in,  Whirlpool  employees 
tend  to  become  quite  happy  with  their  lot 
and  develop  a  genuine  satisfaction  for  their 
jobs.  The  president,  Mr.  Gray,  is  an  MIT- 
trained  engineer  who  learned  merchandis¬ 
ing  after  graduation.  He  was  an  executive 
for  Sears-Roebuck  and  learned  personnel 
work  with  Sears  at  Chicago.  Later  he  was 
vice  president  of  the  Cutler  Shoe  Company, 
manufacturers.  As  general  manager,  he 
built  up  that  business  even  in  the  depression 
period,  1933-1938.  He  came  to  the  predeces¬ 
sor  of  the  Whirlpool  Corp.,  then  known  as 
the  Nineteen  Hundred  Corporation,  in  1938 
as  assistant  to  the  president.  Later  he  be¬ 
came  executive  vice-president,  and  in  1949 
was  elected  to  the  presidency  upon  the  re¬ 
tirement  of  the  co-founder  and  long-time 
president,  Louis  C.  Upton. 

The  trade  name  “Whirlpool”  was  adopted 
by  the  corporation  in  1950  to  replace  the 
cumbersome  and  confusing  brand  name 
“1900  Cataract.”  Gray’s  skill  as  a  merchan¬ 
diser  has  been  largely  instrumental  in  build¬ 
ing  a  big  sales  volume  rapidly,  and  keeping 
it  climbing.  He  is  a  keen  business  analyst, 
well  aware  of  the  limitations  on  too-rapid 
growth,  but  able  to  exploit  the  present  de¬ 
mand  for  automatic  washers,  dryers  and 
ironers  to  its  utmost. 
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With  Gray  as  president  and  active  head  of 
the  business,  Whirlpool  operation  shows 
facets  of  genius.  He  uses  truck  trailers  by 
the  dozens  as  warehouse  space  for  purchased 
parts,  because  of  rapid  consumption  and 
savings  in  handling  costs.  Conveyors  run¬ 
ning  around  the  high  upper  spaces  of  the 
plant,  30  feet  in  the  air,  serve  as  mobile 
parts  supply  reservoirs,  with  "cushion”  sup¬ 
plies  ready  to  flow  down  into  the  assembly 
lines  in  case  of  a  breakdown  somewhere. 

The  company's  capitalization  is  low,  and 
the  sales  high.  Working  capital  turns  over 
nine  times  a  year.  Until  1954  a  reasonably 
good  rate  of  earnings  before  taxes  was  vir¬ 
tually  confiscated  by  the  application  of  the 
so-called  excess-profits  tax  to  growing  com¬ 
panies.  With  earnings  before  taxes  of  nearly 
$12  million  in  1953,  net  earnings  after  taxes 
were  only  $4,203,036.  But  with  the  excess- 
profits  tax  no  longer  applicable,  net  earnings 
for  1954  are  expected  to  be  nearly  double 
the  1953  figure. 

Gray  has  repeatedly  made  it  plain  that  in 
spite  of  skyrocketing  production  and  sales 
volume  since  World  War  IX  the  company’s 
net  income  remains  proportionately  low. 
There  isn’t  very  much  left  to  accumulate 
capital  reserves  for  new  construction,  badly 
needed  at  the  present  time.  Every  dollar  in 
the  business  has  to  do  the  work  of  2  or  3. 
To  help  stretch  available  dollars,  the  com¬ 
pany’s  story  is  told  to  machinists,  press  op¬ 
erators,  office  clerks,  everybody  who  will 
listen.  They  are  told  in  effect  "You’ve  got 
a  stake  in  this  company  too.  We've  all  got 
a  big  job  to  do.  It  gets  tougher  every  year. 
So  you  should  know  what  management  is 
doing,  and  what  our  problems  are.  Maybe 
you  can  help  us  with  suggestions.” 

Throughout  the  various  Michigan  plants 
of  the  company  there  is  a  noticeable  response 
to  this  spirit.  You  can  see  it  in  St.  Joe, 
in  the  washer  plant.  You  can  hear  it  when 
a  worker  voluntarily  points  out  to  a  plant 
visitor  why  the  one-piece  single-weld  cabi¬ 
net  is  better  and  stronger  than  the  com¬ 
petitors’;  why  the  three-point  rubber  sus¬ 
pension  is  better  and  longer  lasting  than 
any  other  washer’s.  You  can  feel  it  in  the 
surprising  thickness  of  the  sheet-steel  fabri¬ 
cated  parts  and  the  sturdy  iron  castings. 
"Look,”  says  the  worker.  "Feel  that  casting. 
Weigh  it  in  your  hand.  They  don’t  scrimp 
on  stuff  like  that.  It’s  the  best.  Costs 
more,  but  with  this  volume  it’s  possible  to 
put  the  value  into  the  machine,  and  take  a 
smaller  unit  profit.” 

The  Kenmore  line,  sold  by  692  retail  Sears- 
Roebuck  stores  as  well  as  550  catalog  offices 
and  the  general  catalog,  is  made  here  in  this 
plant  and  is  a  part  of  the  spectacular  pro¬ 
duction  volume.  Whirlpool  and  its  prede¬ 
cessor  company  have  supplied  all  of  Sears’ 
electric  washers  since  1916.  At  that  time 
the  late  Louis  C.  Upton  negotiated  a  contract 
with  Sears  for  25  machines;  sort  of  an  ex¬ 
perimental  contract  to  see  if  Sears  had  a 
market  for  what  was  then  a  dubious  item. 
Not  many  housewives  believed  in  it.  In  1922 
the  company  delivered  only  $25,000  worth  of 
machines  to  Sears.  But  3  years  later,  in  1925, 
Sears  sold  $125,000  worth.  Except  for  that 
first  experimental  1916  contract  for  25  ma¬ 
chines,  Sears  has  purchased  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars’  worth  of  home-laundry 
items  from  Whirlpool  in  the  last  39  years — ■ 
without  a  contract  of  any  kind. 

Sears-Roebuck  does  not  single  out  Ken¬ 
more  washers  and  dryers  for  any  special  ad¬ 
vertising.  Housewives  buy  both  Whirlpool 
and  Kenmore  machines  mainly  because  they 
hear  about  them  from  other  wives  who  own 
them;  word-of-mouth  advertising.  If  ever 
an  electrical  appliance  was  sold  strictly  on 
its  competitive  merits,  without  ballyhoo,  the 
Whirlpool  products  are.  And  because  of  its 
vast  public  acceptance,  they  are  now  the 
leading  brand  names  in  the  whole  field.  The 
added  fact  that  no  exclusive  contract  exists 
between  Sears  and  Whirlpool  shows  that 


Sears  thoroughly  believes  that  Kenmore 
machines  are  the  best  that  can  be  built. 
Since  World  War  II  it  has  been  selling  both 
brands,  as  fast  as  Whirlpool  can  build  them, 
and  usually  the  market  howling  for  more. 

In  the  eyes  of  Elisha  Gray,  whom  his  asso¬ 
ciates  call  Bud,  there  are  two  major  human 
advantages  in  this  position  of  leadership. 
First  comes  his  human  balance  sheet,  where¬ 
in  he  conscientiously  asks  himself  and  his 
management  team  whether  he  is  doing  his 
utmost  to  preserve  his  invaluable  pool  of 
trained,  able  workers.  "Our  greatest  asset,” 
he  calls  them.  “Pride  in  being  part  of  a 
company,  loyalty  to  a  company,  devotion  to 
the  job— these  things  can  be  earned,  depend¬ 
ing  upon  what  management  does.”  He  says 
that  responsibility  cannot  be  delegated  to 
the  public-relations  department  or  to  some 
vice  president  in  charge  of  good  citizenship. 
It  is  something  that  all  management  has 
to  live  with — “they  have  to  feel  it  in  their 
bones.”  And  the  determination  to  merit 
the  respect  and  trust  of  these  highly  skilled 
employees  is  a  continuing,  day-by-day  effort. 

The  highest  wage  in  the  industry  and 
steady  employment  are  only  two  of  the 
means  used  at  Whirlpool  to  gain  this  objec¬ 
tive.  There  is  a  long  list  of  regular  and  spe¬ 
cial  benefits  for  employees,  including  a  good 
retirement  program,  a  year-end  bonus,  va¬ 
cation  pay,  veterans’  benefits,  medical  serv¬ 
ices,  recreational  facilities,  various  shared 
insurance  coverages,  and  even  a  big  Christ¬ 
mas  turkey  to  every  employee  with  the  com¬ 
pany’s  compliments. 

"These  are  some  of  the  direct  and  indirect 
benefits  that  we  enjoy  from  the  existence 
and  healthy  growth  of  Whirlpool  Corp.,  and 
the  effect  that  these  benefits  have  in  gain¬ 
ing  and  holding  mutual  respect  and  support. 
If  these  things  are  not  good,  then  it  is  only 
a  matter  of  time,”  says  the  company’s  state¬ 
ment  to  employees,  "before  our  tangible  as¬ 
sets,  such  as  machinery,  buildings,  supplies, 
and  the  like,  will  be  so  much  junk.” 

Working  conditions  are  constantly  im¬ 
proved,  but  Gray  says  there  is  still  a  long 
way  to  go.  Parking  facilities  are  being  ex¬ 
panded  periodically,  ventilation  improved, 
better  lighting  installed,  and  large  sums 
spent  to  ease  the  workload  in  certain  oper¬ 
ations. 

Secondly,  Gray  feels  that  the  Whirlpool 
Corp.  should  work  unceasingly  to  maintain 
its  present  excellent  relations  with  the  com¬ 
munity  of  St.  Joe-Benton  Harbor.  "If  char¬ 
ity  begins  at  home,”  he  says,  "wre  feel  at 
home  *  *  *  in  the  last  10  years  we’ve  con¬ 
tributed  $596,836  to  local  charities,”  to  about 
150  separate  causes  per  year.  In  addition, 
the  company  pays  nearly  a  third  of  all  the 
local  taxes  collected.  The  Whirlpool  com¬ 
ment  on  this  is  typical:  "It’s  money  well 
spent.  It  has  helped  develop  the  commu¬ 
nity’s  schools,  streets,  and  system  of  fire  and 
police  protection.”  There  was  no  gasp  of 
pain  at  the  size  of  the  local  tax  bill,  which 
is  now  about  a  quarter  of  a  million  dollars 
per  year. 

Whirlpool  buys  locally  in  every  possible 
case,  last  year  spending  over  $14  million 
in  local  purchases  from  125  firms.  All  kinds 
of  supplies  and  services  that  can  be  pro¬ 
duced  in  St.  Joe-Benton  Harbor  are  con¬ 
tracted  for.  The  Whirlpool  payroll  in  the 
community  for  1954  came  to  approximately 
$20  million,  which  upon  analysis  turned  out 
to  be  about  a  third  of  the  community’s 
industrial  income.  That  $34  million  in  cash 
means  a  greatly  expanded  community  econ¬ 
omy,  felt  in  every  line — better  schools,  more 
doctors  and  dentists,  bigger  and  better  su¬ 
permarkets,  and  general  community  pros¬ 
perity. 

This  is  a  story  of  paramount  importance  to 
Michigan.  This  is  the  tale  of  a  single  or¬ 
ganization,  started  in  St.  Joseph  in  1911  with 
a  borrowed  $5,000,  which  grew  gradually  and 
not  at  all  rapidly  for  most  of  its  44  years, 
from  an  original  6  employees  to  more  than 


3,500.  It  is  the  chronicle  of  a  long  struggle 
and  repeated  failure  in  its  early  years,  when 
the  company  tried  its  hand  at  everything 
from  air  rifles  to  Boy  Scout  mess  kits.  Its 
first  electric  washer  prototype  was  a  failure 
because  it  used  cast-iron  gears,  which  quickly 
stripped  their  teeth.  The  lesson  of  quality 
was  learned  right  then.  Cut-steel  gears, 
much  more  expensive,  restored  the  machine’s 
dependability. 

It  is  of  importance  to  Michigan  because 
in  this  world  center  of  high-speed  mass 
production  this  company  proves  that  its 
people  and  its  community  are  indeed  its 
greatest  assets — by  treating  them  with  the 
consideration  their  importance  demands. 
Employees,  as  well,  find  in  the  Whirlpool 
story  an  ever-present  example  of  what  en¬ 
lightened  labor  relations  can  be  and  should 
be — cooperation  with  a  management  pro¬ 
gram  toward  the  common  goal  of  building  a 
better  product  at  less  cost  as  the  only  way  to 
earn  higher  wages,  security  of  employment, 
and  greater  opportunities  for  advancement. 

“Anyway,”  says  a  company  spokesman,  "we 
think  that  the  money  spent  on  these  proj¬ 
ects  by  Whirlpool  is  a  sound  investment  in 
ourselves,  our  future  employees  and  in  our 
neighbors.” 

Call  it  parternalism  if  you  like.  The 
company  doesn’t  have  to  do  many  of  these 
things.  President  Bud  Gray  calls  it  "square¬ 
dealing,”  and  that’s  something  the  Whirl¬ 
pool  people  understand.  The  point  is — it 
pays  off. 

Because  of  the  “human  balance  sheet,”  the 
financial  balance  sheet  is  the  biggest  of  its 
kind  in  the  world.  Michigan  can  well  be 
proud  of  such  an  achievement. 


Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  resolution. 
The  previous  question  was  ordered. 
The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 


\  RETIREMENT  EXPERT 

\Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker, 
orffer  a  privileged  resolution  <H.  Res. 
and\ask  for  its  immediate  considerate 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Resotoed,  That  effective  March  1, 1955,  there 
shall  bit  paid  out  of  the  contingent  fund  of 
the  Hotlse,  until  otherwise  provided  Joy  law, 
compensation  at  the  basic  rate  of  $4,100  per 
annum  fo^  the  employment  of  a  retirement 
expert  in  the  House  Disbursing  Office  who 
shall  be  designated  by  the  Clerk  91  the  House 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Speaker. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to;  and  a 
motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table.  \ 

jL 


INCREASED  F 
ANCE  A 


MORTGAGE  INSUR- 
HORIZATION 

Mr.  SPENCE.  \fr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  inself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  joint  resolution  ^H.  J.  Res.  202)  to 
amend  the  National  Housing  Act,,  as 
amended. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the.Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union Vor  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  House  Joint  Resolution  202, 
with  Mr.  H\ys  of  Arkansas  in.  the  chair. 

Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  resolu¬ 
tion 

3y  unanimous  consent,  the  fiitet  read- 
ijfg  of  the  resolution  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
^gentleman  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  SPence  1 
will  be  recognized  for  30  minutes\and 


970 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


March  2 


tnfe  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Wolcott]  for  30  minutes. 

Thkgentleman  from  Kentucky  is  rec- 
ognizedv 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  suclj  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  resolution  that 
increases  the\uthority  for  insurance  by 
the  FHA  by  the  sum  of  $1,500,000,000. 

This  is  not  ari\appropriation ;  it  is  an 
authorization  to  this  agency  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  insure  home  mortgages. 

This  organization  has  been  in  opera¬ 
tion  since  1934.  It  wakorganized  in  de¬ 
pression  times  when  we  heeded  to  stimu¬ 
late  home  building,  and  it  has  been  an 
instrument  used  for  that  purpose  ever 
since.  \ 

The  unused  balance  of  authorized  in¬ 
surance  on  the  1st  of  January  this  year 
I  believe  was  about  $390  million's.  This 
sum  will  be  exhausted  very  shortly),  and 
the  $1,500,000,000  is  to  carry  on  the  activ¬ 
ities  of  this  agency  until  June  30  of  this 
year.  But  before  that  time  the  whole, 
housing  program  will  have  to  be  gone 
into  and  there  will  have  to  be  an  exten¬ 
sion,  before  June  30.  Of  course,  up  to 
this  point  the  FHA  has  sustained  no 
losses.  They  charge  one-half  of  1  per¬ 
cent  for  insurance  and  they  have  a  re¬ 
serve  now,  I  believe,  of  about  $400  mil¬ 
lion. 

If  in  times  of  depression  an  undue 
burden  might  be  placed  upon  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  meet  the  defaults,  it  could 
be  taken  care  of  without  great  strain 
upon  our  economy.  When  a  mortgage 
is  in  default  it  will  be  paid  by  debentures 
which  do  not  mature  for  20  years.  This 
would  tide  over  a  possible  cycle  and 
would  probably  save  the  Government 
from  any  serious  loss.  I  think  a  man 
does  not  have  to  be  an  optimist  to  think 
there  might  not  be  some  losses  from  these 
great  activities.  The  outstanding  insur¬ 
ance,  I  believe,  is  limited  to  $20,800,- 
000,000  with  reserve  funds  growing  all 
the  time. 

As  an  evidence  of  my  optimism  in 
this  respect  I  cite  to  you  the  Home  Own¬ 
ers  Loan  Corporation.  You  will  remem¬ 
ber  that  the  Home  Owners  Loan  Corpo¬ 
ration  was  organized  when  we  were  in 
the  depths  of  a  depression,  when  mort¬ 
gages  were  being  foreclosed  all  over  the 
land  and  people  were  being  dispossessed 
of  their  homes.  That  device  was  set  up 
in  order  that  the  Government  might 
take  over  these  mortgages,  might  reduce 
the  interest  rates  and  might  give  the 
mortgagors  further  time  to  pay.  That 
was  done  and  millions  of  homes  of 
American  citizens  were  saved  by  that 
method.  It  never  cost  the  Government 
a  cent  because  in  the  final  liquidation  of 
the  affairs  of  the  Home  Owners  Loan 
Corporation  the  Government  sustained  a 
profit. 

I  think  we  can  make  the  same  argu¬ 
ment  in  favor  of  this  agency.  At  the 
time  it  was  stated  that  these  methods 
were  visionary.  They  were  not  vision¬ 
ary,  they  were  the  result  of  vision.  As 
the  prophet  of  old  said,  “Where  there  is 
no  vision  people  perish." 

I  think  you  can  vote  with  absolute 
assurance  for  this  increased  authoriza¬ 
tion  in  reference  to  insurance  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  accomplish  the  purpose  which  it 


has  accomplished  throughout  the  years. 
I  believe  firmly  that  if  you  would  take 
away  this  support  from  the  mortgage 
market  and  the  building  industry  there 
would  be  a  great  decrease  in  building 
dui’ing  coming  years.  I  do  not  believe 
we  have  reached  the  saturation  point 
in  good  homes  in  America.  We  can 
stand  a  great  deal  more  building  of  de¬ 
cent  homes  for  our  people,  which  is  not 
only  an  investment  in  the  health  and 
comfort  of  our  people  but  it  is  an  in¬ 
vestment  in  the  assurance  of  good  citi¬ 
zenship  and  stable  government. 

I  hope  that  this  joint  resolution  will 
be  passed  and  I  ask  for  its  support. 

Mr.  WOLCOTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  it  is  self-evident  by  this  time  that 
the  Congress  did  a  very  splendid  job  last 
year  in  the  enactment  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1954.  The  only  criticism  that  is 
heard  is  that  we  might  have  done  a  bet¬ 
ter  job  than  we  intended  to  do  because 
there  are  some  people  who  are  thinking 
now  in  terms  of  saturation  of  the  home- 
building  market  and  wondering  if  we 
‘'perhaps  are  not  producing  more  homes 
than  the  economy  will  absorb.  It  might 
be  well  for  us  to  have  in  mind  that  we 
have-not  reached  that  point  yet. 

Theprojection  made  by  the  economists 
and  ourspwn  economic  committee  in  the 
Congress  ^presents  a  very  interesting,  if 
not  amazing,  condition.  We  project  the 
economy  forMO  years  in  the  future,  and 
we  find  that  \e  may  expect  a  national 
economy  dollaivwise  valued  at  about 
$535  billion  in  lffvy  ears’  time  as  opposed 
to  the  present  national  product  of  about 
$365  billion.  \ 

That  is  predicated  upon  the  expecta¬ 
tion  that  within  the  next  10  years  we 
will  have  a  population  here  in  the  United 
States  of  about  191  million,  people.  So, 
carrying  the  projection  one  &£ep  further, 
if  it  was  considered  probablk  that  the 
national  economy  could  absorb'd  million 
new  homes,  new  units,  a  year  for  the  next 
10  years  as  of  last  year,  with  thesfe  new 
facts  before  us,  we  may  raise  our  sights 
somewhat  and  can  be  reasonably  assured 
that  we  need  for  replacement  of  old 
homes  and  the  construction  of  new  units 
at  least  1.2  million  units  for  the  next  10 
years. 

The  Housing  Act  of  1954  made  such 
a  program  possible,  and  in  practice  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  few  months  we  are  assured 
now,  with  the  aids  which  we  have  given 
the  act,  the  aids  which  we  are  giving  it 
under  this  bill,  that  we  can  safely  pro¬ 
duce  1.2  million  homes  not  only  this 
next  year,  but  if  we  continue  these  prac¬ 
tices,  for  the  next  10  years.  We  do  not 
need  to  be  in  any  danger;  we  do  not  need 
to  sense  any  danger  that  we  will  reach 
the  saturation  point  in  the  production 
of  safe,  sanitary,  very  desirable  homes 
under  the  program  for  the  next  10  years. 
For  that  reason,  this  bill  should  be  en¬ 
acted,  because  without  its  enactment 
there  will  be  a  probability  that  the  au¬ 
thorization  for  home  owners’  financing 
through  the  Federal  Housing  Admin¬ 
istration  will  be  inadequate  to  cover  this 
next  year. 

Now,  we  have  coming  up  further 
amendments  to  the  Housing  Act  of  1954 
which  we  must  pass  upon  before  June 
30  of  this  year.  At  that  time  we  will 


take  a  long-range  look  at  the  housing 
situation  and  determine  what  we  might 
expect  should  be  the  maximum  of  au¬ 
thority. 

I  want  to  stress  that  this  is  only  an 
authorization  for  mortgage  financing 
and  involves  no  appropriation.  The 
Federal  Housing  Administration  is  on  a 
sound  basis,  as  the  chairman  has  indi¬ 
cated.  Perhaps  not  adequate  reserves 
have  been  built  up  against  all  losses, 
but  reserves  are  being  constantly  built 
up  against  losses,  which  indicates,  of 
course,  that  the  FHA  is  not  only  on  a 
sound  basis  but  it  is  making  a  profit. 
The  profit  that  goes  into  reserve  against 
losses,  I  believe,  is  about  $400  million, 
which  is  a  sizable  sum.  Although  the 
total  authorization  for  home-mortgage 
assistance  is  a  large,  amount,  in  the  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars,  in  order  to  get  the  true 
picture  of  the  possible  contingent  lia¬ 
bility  on  the  part  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  we  must  deduct  from  this  total 
authorization  all  of  the  assets  included 
in  all  of  the  mortgaged  properties  cov¬ 
ered  into  the  FHA  insurance  program, 
all  of  the  homes  which  have  been 
financed  through  FHA.  In  addition  to 
that,  we  may  take  into  consideration, 
of  course,  this  increase  in  reserves.  So 
the  probabilities  of  any  losses  under  the 
FHA-insured  program  are  infinitesimal. 

At  this  juncture,  I  should  like  to  pay 
what  I  intend  to  be  a  very  high  com¬ 
pliment  to  the  Administrator  of  the 
Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency,  a 
former  colleague  of  ours,  Albert  Cole. 
The  FHA  is  one  of  the  constituent  parts 
of  the  organization  which  he  heads. 
This  organization,  the  Housing  and 
Home  Finance  Agency,  during  his  ten¬ 
ure  of  office,  has  functioned  efficiently 
with  no  losses  and  with  a  high  regard 
for  the  true  American  idea  that  private 
enterprise  can  and  should  be  able  to  do 
the  job  which  the  Government,  in  some 
quarters,  is  expected  to  do.  I  want  to 
commend  to  this  House  for  its  consid¬ 
eration  the  very  splendid  work  which 
has  been  done  by  Mr.  Cole  and  his  staff. 
Wherever  there  have  been  deficiencies 
Mr.  Cole  has  stepped  in  quickly  to  cor¬ 
rect  them,  and  all  of  them  are  in  the 
process  of  being  corrected. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  makes  pos¬ 
sibles  the  uninterrupted  continuance  of 
this  vfery  delightful  program  under  which 
the  American  people  can  be  assured  of 
decent,  safe,  adequate,  and  sanitary 
homes;  and  it  should  be  adopted  unani¬ 
mously. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  nfe  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Brown]. 

(Mr.  BROWN  df  Georgia  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.)  \ 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  House  Joint  Resolution  202,  the 
pending  measure  would  increase  the  in¬ 
surance  authorization  available  to  FHA 
by  $1.5  billion.  This  increase  together 
with  an  estimated  $393  millionVvailable 
at  the  end  of  January  would  provide  an. 
aggregate  authorization  of  $1,893,080,000 
or  about  $630  million  over  estimated 
requirements  to  June  30  of  this  yeV. 
Such  excess  would  provide  a  reserve 
margin  in  insurance  authorization 
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law.  \I  saw  great  promise  for  the  future 
in  the  xesearch  provision.  Here,  thought 
I,  was  something  constructive — a  labo¬ 
ratory  study  with  constant  and  persist¬ 
ent  experimentations  in  new  forms  of 
dwellings,  irnhypes  of  structure,  in  mate¬ 
rials,  in  financing — until  from  it  all  had 
come  a  feasible\and  practical  blueprint 
for  decent  housing  within  the  financial 
reach  of  all  our  p&pple.  Nothing  came 
of  it.  The  great  piwnise  held  forth  by 
the  research  provisionsin  the  housing  bill 
of  1950  rests  amid  the  jpnk. 

Tire  housing  bill  of  rfi54  admittedly 
was  a  measure  to  stave  ofi\the  recession 
or  at  least  to  prevent  the  recession  from 
growing  into  a  depression.  No  one  pre¬ 
tended  that  it  would  relieve  in  any  meas¬ 
ure  the  housing  shortage  amSjjg  the 
large  segment  of  our  population^  with 
limited  means.  But  it  would  Build 
homes,  into  which  people  could  mWe 
with  small  downpayments  and  mortgag 
commitments  running  many  years.  It 
would  do  that  because  the  Government, 
not  the  builders  or  the  mortgage  houses, 
was  guaranteeing  against  the  future. 

I  voted  for  amendments  that  I  thought 
would  broaden  the  range  of  benefits  to 
include  some  at  least  in  the  low  or  mod¬ 
est  income  brackets.  The  amendments 
defeated,  I  voted  for  the  bill. 

DEFEAT  OF  MUX TEP.  AMENDMENT 

I  shall  vote  for  House  Joint  Resolution 
202  despite  the  defeat  in  committee  of 
the  Multer  amendment  reducing  the 
amount  of  the  increased  authorization. 
At  at  present  time,  we  do  have  FHA,  and 
under  its  guaranty  homes  are  being  built 
when  without  FHA  there  would  be  no 
home  construction,  a  great  industry 
would  collapse,  unemployment  would 
grow  and  our  economy  certainly  would 
suffer;  better  houses  beyond  reach  of 
many  families  than  no  new  houses  at 
all. 

The  amendment  that  was  offered  by 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  New 
York  to  reduce  the  increase  in  FHA 
mortgage  insurance  authorization  I 
thought  had  great  merit.  The  purpose 
of  the  amendment,  I  thought,  should 
have  appeal  to  my  colleagues  on  the 
ground  of  prudence.  It  was  not  intend¬ 
ed,  nor  would  it  retard  the  present  build¬ 
ing  activity,  which  happily  is  approach¬ 
ing  an  all-time  high.  We  must  be  rea¬ 
listic.  A  collapse  in  the  construction 
boom  well  might  be  the  forerunner  of  a 
depression.  We  cannot  permit  that  to 
descend  upon  us.  And  without  FHA 
there  would  be  no  construction,  or  very 
little,  and  the  collapse  would  be  inevi¬ 
table.  Therefore,  the  enactment  of 
House  Joint  Resolution  202  becomes  im¬ 
perative. 

ENCOURAGEMENT  TO  PROCRASTINATION 

But  I  thought  it  is  equally  imperative, 
if  we  are  to  begin  to  get  our  housing  pro¬ 
gram  on  a  sounder  basis,  profiting  from 
our  experiences,  that  the  increased  au¬ 
thorization  should  not  exceed  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  present  and  the  fore¬ 
seeable  future.  Otherwise  we  encourage 
practices  which  we  could  ngt  condone 
and  which  ultimately  might  bring  the 
entire  housing  program  into  popular 
disfavor.  Furthermore,  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  beyond  the  requirements  of  present 


plans  would  be  an  incentive  to  procrasti¬ 
nation  in  the  enactment  of  a  housing 
act  of  1955  in  which  imperfections  in  the 
present  act  could  be  corrected  and  which 
could  have  the  benefit  of  our  past  expe¬ 
riences  in  the  field. 

Briefly,  here  are  the  facts  and  the 
figures:  As  of  January  31,  1955,  there 
was  an  estimated  $393  million  in  unused 
authorization.  House  Joint  Resolution 
202  increases  the  authorization  by  one 
and  a  half  billion  dollars,  which  added 
to  the  $393  million  would  make  the  total 
available  to  FHA  $1,893,000,000.  As  the 
average  monthly  use  of  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  is  $260  million,  this  would  carry 
FHA  to  the  end  of  August  or  into  Sep¬ 
tember.  This  is  longer  than  is  neces¬ 
sary  since  the  responsibility  is  no  longer 
that  of  the  83d  Congress  but  now  belongs 
to  the  84th  Congress. 

Without  delay  work  should  be  started 
and  assiduously  pursued  in  the  housing 
bill  of  1955  to  the  end  that  in  the  early 
summer  it  should  have  gone  from  the 
'  msideration  of  the  Congress  to  the  ac¬ 
tion  of  the  President.  Certainly  if  we 
are  xo  adjourn  by  August,  as  seems  to  be 
the  expectation,  the  Housing  Act  of  1955 
should 'pe  on  the  statute  books  in  early 
summer.\  If  we  hold  back  our  action  on 
legislation  in  the  housing  field  to  the 
last  f ra  ntic'Nf renzied ,  and  confused  days 
and  weeks  oKthe  session  we  are  sure  to 
come  up  withp,  dud. 

By  reducing  the  increase  in  FHA  au¬ 
thorization  by  $’250  million  we  would 
supply  all  the  authority  needed  to  carry 
the  present  wave  of\construction,  even 
accelerated  much  beyond  expectation,  up 
to  and  into  August.  Tpe  adoption  of 
the  amendment  would  have  served  the 
double  purpose  of  keeping  FHA  ade¬ 
quately  and  abundantly  equipped  to 
carry  on  its  work  and  of  encouraging 
the  early  enactment  of  a  better,  housing 
act  in  1955.  I  say  a  better  act\ecause 
it  is  not  too  unreasonable  to  expect,  that 
always  we  progress,  in  legislation  as  in 
other  matters,  through  trials  and 
failures. 

I  shall  vote  for  House  Joint  Resolu¬ 
tion  202  even  though  I  think  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  Multer  amendment  would 
have  strengthened  FHA  and  its  purpose. 

HOUSING  SHORTAGE  CONTINUES 

The  housing  shortage,  especially  as  it 
slaps  with  tragedy  our  urban  families  of 
modest  means,  remains  with  us,  un¬ 
affected  by  the  $32  billion  of  Federal 
credit  responsible  for  the  greatest  home- 
construction  activity  in  our  history.  In 
my  own  district  and  in  Chicago  gen¬ 
erally  the  tragedy  has  become  more 
grim  since  the  end  of  rent  control.  De¬ 
spite  the  efforts  of  the  responsible  real- 
estate  interests  to  keep  rent  increases 
within  reason,  the  letters  that  pour  into 
my  office  show  how  cruelly  the  housing 
shortage  in  the  area  of  residence  by  fam¬ 
ilies  of  modest  incomes  is  being  taken 
advantage  of  by  speculators  who  pur¬ 
chase  properties  at  inflated  prices,  raise 
the  rent,  and  try  to  pay  off  the  purchase 
price  within  a  few  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  84th  Con¬ 
gress  will  approach  the  housing  problem 
in  a  new  manner.  I  came  here  with  a 
dream  that  we  might  make  possible  de¬ 


cent  housing  within  the  reach  of  all 
people.  This  is  the  third  Congress  of 
which  I  have  been  a  Member.  I  still 
hold  to  the  dream;  I  think  sometime, 
and  while  I  am  here,  it  will  be  realized. 

I  cheerfully  give  credit  to  FHA,  but 
when  I  contemplate  the  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars  of  credit  of  the  United  States  we 
have  extended  to  build  homes  it  makes 
me  sad  to  realize  that  not  one  home  has 
been  built  within  the  reach  of  50  or  60 
percent  of  our  copulation. 

These  are  the  facts  that  stand  out: 
First,  since  World  War  II  we  have  built 
more  new  homes  than  in  any  compara¬ 
ble  period  in  our  history;  second,  this 
has  been  made  possible  not  by  private 
industry  working  with  investment  cap¬ 
ital,  but  by  the  furnishing  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  of  full  guaranty 
against  loss;  third,  the  security  to  build¬ 
ers,  who  immediately  receive  cash  pay-  ' 
ments  from  mortgage  proceeds,  and  to 
the  mortgage  houses,  who  are  guaran¬ 
teed  by  the  Government  against  loss, 
has  confined  the  operations  of  private 
industry  almost  exclusively  to  the  fur¬ 
nishing  of  homes  to  those  in  the  upper- 
and  middle-income  groups;  and,  fourth, 
with  the  exception  of  some  public  hous¬ 
ing  in  earlier  years,  now  practically  at 
a  standstill,  nothing  has  been  done  to 
meet  the  housing  needs  of  those  in  the 
low-income  brackets. 

As  regards  urban  families  in  the  low- 
and  middle-income  groups  the  situation 
has  been  getting  worse  rather  than  bet¬ 
ter.  I  am  not  blaming  private  industry. 

It  is  natural  that  when  there  is  available 
a  market  with  certain  profits  and  no 
risks  private  industry  will  not  explore 
the  possibilities  of  other  markets.  When 
the  more  attractive  markets  have  been 
worked  out,  American  private  industry 
will,  as  it  has  always  done,  find  a  way 
of  profitably  meeting  the  need  that  does 
exist. 

CHALLENGE  TO  PRIVATE  INDUSTRY 

The  need  now  is  for  homes  within  the 
financial  reach  by  purchase  or  by  rent 
by  the  50  or  60  percent  of  our  urban 
populations  that  have  received  little  or 
10  benefit  from  the  FHA  program,  how¬ 
ever  advantageously  that  program  has 
worked  in  other  income  areas.  I  have 
toopiuch  confidence  in  American  busi¬ 
ness  »o  believe  that  it  cannot  develop 
this  housing  field  where  there  is  the 
greatest\unfilled  demand.  The  blue¬ 
print  for  \  future  America,  supplied  by 
the  active  participation  of  private  in¬ 
dustry  with  decent  housing  for  all  Amer¬ 
ican  families,  Should  be  suggested  in  the 
Housing  Act  of  r055. 

There  cannot  bp  a  safe  America  until 
we  have  reached  %nur  goal  of  decent 
housing  for  every  family  within  our  fold. 
Safety  from  disease.  Safety  from  crime, 
safety  from  social  disorders  are  only  a 
few  of  the  safeties  we  assure  for  our¬ 
selves  with  good  housing. 

SITUATION  IN  CHICAG? 

Let  me  speak  briefly  on  the\situation 
in  Chicago.  That  is  the  territory  with 
which  I  am  most  familiar.  Practically 
all  of  the  FHA-mortgage-guarahteed 
construction  is  in  the  suburban  arpas. 
Homes  are  priced  in  some  instances 
sibly  as  low  as  $12,000,  most  run  $15,001 
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and  up.  Downpayments  are  small, 
mortgage  terms  are  long. 

Families  who  have  resided  in  the  city 
are  forced  to  go  into  the  suburbs  be¬ 
cause  of  the  shortage  of  suitable  homes 
in  the  vld  neighborhoods.  With  the 
sudden  growth  of  suburban  communities 
has  come  an  excessive  demand  on  school, 
water,  and  \ther  facilities.  There  also 
has  been  created  a  traffic  problem.  In 
many  instances  the  suburban  residents 
use  their  own  automobiles  for  transpor¬ 
tation  to  and  from  their  places  of  busi¬ 
ness  and  of  employment  in  Chicago. 
The  resultant  congestion  in  traffic  in  the 
rush  hours  adds  to  a  situation  already 
difficult  to  handle.  V 

Meanwhile  with  the-  exodus  to  the 
suburbs  the  residential  districts  of  the 
city  itself  are  becoming  mpre  and  more 
delapidated.  Even  in  sorri6.  of  the  dis¬ 
tricts  where  rehabilitation  'plans  have 
been  approved  by  official  action  and  by 
popular  sentiment  the  properties  to  be 
demolished  are  to  be  replaced  with  resi¬ 
dences  in  the  $25,000  and  up\class. 
Where  will  the  families  in  low  and  mid¬ 
dle  income  areas  go? 

PUBLIC  HOUSING  FOB  AGED 

What  is  needed  if  our  cities  are  to  b 
saved  and  utilized  for  the  greatest  use 
by  all  the  people  who  work  in  those  cities 
is  a  new  approach.  I  will  not  take  the 
time  to  pursue  this  thought  other  than 
as  it  applies  to  a  bill  for  public  housing 
for  our  senior  citizens.  Eleven  other 
members  of  the  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee  have  joined  me  in  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  this  measure. 

Under  the  FHA  program  it  is  impossi¬ 
ble  for  a  senior  citizen  to  qualify  for  a 
mortgage.  Security  required  is  the  pro¬ 
ductivity  of  the  mortgagee  not  only  at 
the  time  of  entering  into  the  mortgage 
but  during  the  entire  period  of  the  mort¬ 
gage  commitment.  Value  of  the  real  es¬ 
tate  security  is  of  secondary  considera¬ 
tion. 

My  distinguished  colleague  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Ashley],  who  is  a  cosponsor  of  the 
bill  for  housing  for  our  senior  citizens 
brought  out  at  a  recent  hearing  of  our 
committee  that  the  present  average  of 
FHA  mortgagees  is  32  years  whereat 
only  a  few  years  ago  it  was  37  yea/s. 
This  would  indicate  that  it  is  getting 
more  and  more  difficult  for  a  map'even 
in  the  prime  of  life  to  get  FHA/insur- 
ance.  For  the  man  or  woman  pissed  the 
prime  the  door  is  shut,  nailed  up  and 
padlocked.  / 

Here  then  is  a  segment  of  our  popula¬ 
tion  deserving  of  our  h^st  effort  that 
is  entirely  overlooked  .  In  our  housing 
program.  If  we  shpiild  increase  the 
FHA  authorization ,  tinder  the  present 
setup  a  hundredfold  our  senior  citizens 
still  would  be  shivering  in  the  cold. 


working  periods  of  their  lives.  They 
have  earned  something  more  than  being 
given  shelter  in  the  homes  of  their 
children,  welcome  and  beloved,  it  is  true, 
but  nevertheless  guests  in  the  homes  and 
strangers  in  the  activities  of  younger 
generations,  that  of  their  children  and 
that  of  their  grandchildren. 

The  bill  which  has  been  introduced  by 
12  members  of  the  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  Committee  would  provide  for  pub¬ 
lic  housing  especially  constructed  for  the 
aged,  located  in  the  neighborhoods 
where  their  children  reside  and  dear  to 
them  because  of  old  associations.  The 
public  housing  for  our  senior  citizens 
would  have  none  of  the  stigma  of  char¬ 
ity  since  the  cost  of  maintenance  would 
be  borne  entirely  by  the  rental  pay¬ 
ments  of  the  tenants.  Such  rents,  how¬ 
ever,  would  be  geared  to  the  limited 
means  provided  by  modest  retirement 
pensions.  I  trust  that  the  bill  cospon¬ 
sored  by  12  members  of  the  Banking  and 
Currency  Committee  will  receive  the 
thoughtful  and  sympathetic  attention , 
of  Members  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

NEW  APPROACH  REQUIRED 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  attempted  /£nly 
to  sketch  the  outlines  of  the  ne,w  ap¬ 
proach  I  think  we  should  take/to  the 
ousing  problem  of  the  Nation.  We 
h\ve  put  some  $32  billion  of  the  Nation’s 
credit  behind  FHA,  and  we  are  happy 
witnythe  results  that  havt/been  accom¬ 
plished  in  the  higher  inqdrne  area.  The 
benefit^  of  the  progri 
into  the^  modest  incc 
and  for  that  we  rejoice. 

Let  us  npyv  explore  the  possibilities  of 
bringing  ho  ns  ins''  into  the  income  areas 
that  have  bdeh  overlooked.  A  decent 
roof  over  the  head  of  every  American 
family  must-remain  our  objective  until 
that  end  is're 

Mr.  Qhairman,  \  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my 

Tl}e  CHAIRMAN.  \If  there  are  no 
further  requests  for  time,  the  Clerk  will 
rpad  the  joint  resolution  for  amend¬ 
ment. 

/  The  Clerk  read  as  folloi 

Resolved,  etc.,  That  section  21V  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Housing  Act,  as  amended!,  is  hereby 
amended  by  striking  “$1,500, 000, oap,  except 
that  with  the  approval  of  the  President  such 
aggregate  amount  may  be  increased V>y  not 
to  exceed  $500,000,000“  and  insertingV“$3, 
500,000,000.’’ 


have  extended 
areas  as  well. 


CONTENTMENT  HAS  BEEN  EARNED 

Policemen  in  Chicago  are  forced  to  re¬ 
tire  at  62,  ^schoolteachers  at  65,  indus¬ 
trial  workers  generally  at  65.  Usually 
they  retirfe  on  modest  pensions  or  allow¬ 
ances.  /They  have  before  them  many 
richj/ars  of  contentment  if  given  the 
opportunity. 

Housing  in  congenial  neighborhoods 
and  associations  is  requisite  to  the  en¬ 
joyment  of  that  contentment  earned  by 
their  long  and  honorable  service  in  the 


The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule, 
Committee  rises.  ^ 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  [Mr.  Cooper], 
having  resumed  the  chair,  Mr.  Hays  of 
Arkansas,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee 
having  had  under  consideration  the  joint 
resolution  (H.  J.  Res.  202)  to  amend  the 
National  Housing  Act,  as  amended,  pur¬ 
suant  to  House  Resolution  160,  he  re¬ 
ported  the  joint  resolution  back  to  the 
House. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule,  the  previous  question  is  or¬ 
dered. 

The  question  is  on  the  engrossment 
and  third  reading  of  the  House  joint 
resolution. 


The  House  joint  resolution  was  or* 
dered  to  be  engrossed  and  read  a  thj/a 
time,  and  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore. /"The 
question  is  on  the  passage  of  thc/House 
joint  resolution. 

The  House  joint  resolution  w^s  passed ; 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  >was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  fo/ the  immediate 
consideration  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
42. 

The  Clerk  read  Jfie  title  of  the  Senate 
joint  resolution.. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Spence]  ? 

There  hftng  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  th f  Senate  joint  resolution,  as 
follows; 

Resolved,  etc..  That  section  217  of  the 
National  Housing  Act,  as  amended,  is  hereby 
Hided  by  striking  out  “$1,500,000,000,  ex¬ 
cept  that  with  the  approval  of  the  President 
Such  aggregate  amount  may  be  increased  by 
not  to  exceed  $500,000,000”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “$3,500,000,000.” 

The  Senate  joint  resolution  was  or¬ 
dered  to  be  read  a  third  time,  was  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed. 

A  similar  House  bill  (H.  J.  Res.  202) 
was  laid  on  the  table. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


CORRECTION  OF  RECORD 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Roll- 
call  No.  11,  page  1528,  of  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  of  February  18,  on  the 
motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Reed]  to  recommit  the 
bill  H.  R.  1,1  voted  against  such  motion, 
but  I  am  not  recorded.  The  Record 
shows  that  Mr.  Bolton  voted  against 
recommittal  of  the  bill  and  he  is  also 
shown  as  not  voting.  Evidently  there  is 
come  mistake  in  recording  the  two  names. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  per¬ 
manent  Record  be  corrected  to  show  that 
I  voted  against  recommittal  of  the  bill 
H.  R.  1. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina? 

There  wras  no  objection. 


SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 

Mr.  HARRIS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  10 
minutes  today,  following  the  legislative 
n-ogram  and  any  special  orders  hereto- 
»re  entered. 


TO  AMEND  THE  AGRICULTURAL 
ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  1573)  to  repeal  section 
348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938.  * 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con- 
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sideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  1573,  with  Mr. 
Madden  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chaii-man,  the  purpose  of  this 
bill  is  to  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended.  The  section  reads  as  follows: 

Sec.  348.  (a)  Any  person  who  knowingly 
harvests  any  basic  agricultural  commodity 
on  his  farm  which  has  been  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  in  excess  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  such  commodity  for 
the  farm  for  such  year  under  this  title  shall 
not  be  eligible  for  any  payment  for  such  year 
under  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  as  amended. 

Section  (b)  reads  as  follows: 

<b)  Persons  applying  for  any  payment 
of  money  under  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  shall 
file  with  the  application  a  statement  of  facts 
showing  eligibility  under  this  section. 

Section  348  was  written  into  the  law 
during  the  last  session  of  the  Congress. 
It  was  sponsored  by  the  senior  Senator 
from  Florida.  The  bill  now  before  you 
was  introduced  by  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  on  January  6,  and 
the  purpose  of  H.  R.  1573  is  to  repeal 
section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended. 

To  the  end  that  you  might  know  the 
views  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and 
the  officials  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  I  need  only  read  only  one  line 
from  the  hearings.  Mi-.  McConnell,  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  Commodity  Stabilization 
Service,  United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture,  had  this  to  say: 

All  I  can  say  is  that  the  Department  favors 
the  repeal  of  section  348. 

I  would  like  to  say  that  it  was  never 
intended  or  contemplated,  even  remote¬ 
ly,  that  the  agricultural-conservation 
program  should  be  tied  in  with  the  acre¬ 
age-allotment  and  marketing-quota  law. 
The  effect  of  this  amendment,  which  is 
now  section  348,  was  to  deprive  a  farmer 
of  his  ACP  payments  if  he  knowingly  ex¬ 
ceeded  his  acreage  allotments  on  any  one 
of  the  crops  then  under  control.  I  do  not 
believe  anyone  would  suggest  that  there 
was  any  element  of  control  contemplated 
in  the  original  ACP  program.  It  was  a 
program  to  induce  the  farmers  to  build 
up  their  soil  resources  and  to  enrich  the 
fertility  of  the  soil  and  to  engage  in  good 
farming  practices.  I  believe  that  every 
dollar  that  has  been  invested  in  the  ACP 
program  is  a  good  investment  in  the  fu¬ 
ture  security  of  our  Nation. 

Actually,  in  my  section  of  the  country, 
through  the  ACP  program,  we  have  just 
about  revolutionized  agriculture.  We 
have  changed  the  whole  landscape  and 
the  countryside,  and  we  have  enriched 
the  Nation,  I  believe,  far  beyond  the  in¬ 
vestment  that  we  have  made  in  this 
program. 

I  know  that  in  some  high  places  in 
farm  circles  there  are  people  who  would 
like  to  destroy  the  ACP  program.  There 
are  others  in  other  high  places  who 
would  like  to  destroy  the  entire  farm 
program  which  has  served  so  well  the 
needs  of  our  people  both  in  times  of 


peace  and  in  times  of  war.  There  are 
those  who  are  going  on  the  platforms 
of  this  country  in  an  effort  to  bring  the 
farm  program  into  disrepute,  and  they 
talk  about  the  tremendous  and  gigantic 
costs  to  the  Federal  taxpayers  of  the 
farm  program  which  is  now  and  for  the 
past  two  decades  has  been  in  operation. 
The  truth  is  the  program  has  been  suc¬ 
cessful. 

I  do  not  think  any  intelligent  person, 
familiar  with  the  operations  of  the  pro¬ 
gram,  can  truthfully  say  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  financially  burdensome. 
If  we  are  to  continue  the  program  we 
want  it  to  be  as  free  from  controls  as 
practicable. 

We  have  heard  a  lot  of  these  orators 
screaming  their  heads  off  about  controls 
and  regimentation  and  we  are  told  that 
we  have  been  making  the  farmers  of 
America  goosestep  to  tunes  that  are 
played  here  in  Washington.  Those  who 
talk  loudest  about  freedom  for  the  farm 
are  now  actually  advocating  economic 
shackles  for  the  farmers  of  America. 

I  want  to  call  attention  to  the  fact 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  after 
very  careful  thought  and  consideration, 
decided  to  issue  an  order  which  would 
force  the  farmers  into  a  program  of  mul¬ 
tiple  compliance  or  cross  compliance, 
meaning  that  a  farmer  would  have  to 
comply  with  every  program  for  every 
commodity  or  he  would  lose  all  of  the 
benefits  of  all  of  the  programs  for  every 
commodity.  But  after  issuing  that  ad¬ 
ministrative  order,  even  Secretary  Ben¬ 
son  himself  concluded  that  the  order  was 
not  feasible  and  should  be  repealed  and, 
by  proper  order  he  did  repeal  the  order 
requiring  multiple  compliance. 

This  section  348  is  absolutely  incom¬ 
patible  with  the  ACP  program.  It  is  no 
part  of  the  marketing  quota  and  acreage 
allotment  program  and  yet  in  the  last 
hours  of  the  last  session,  when  it  ap¬ 
peared  that  we  would  not  have  a  farm 
bill  at  all,  the  House  conferees  were 
forced  into  the  position  of  having  to  em¬ 
brace  this  section  348,  when  there  was 
not  a  man  on  our  committee  in  favor  of 
it. 

This  bill  has  as  its  author  the  former 
distinguished  chairman  of  our  commit¬ 
tee,  Congressman  Hope,  of  Kansas,  who 
is  recognized  by  this  Congress' and  by 
this  country  as  one  of  the  brilliant  farm 
leaders  of  America.  I  daresay  that  he 
knows  more  about  agriculture  at  home 
and  abroad  than  perhaps  any  other 
Member  in  either  House  of  the  Congress. 
I  know  that  there  is  no  greater  cham¬ 
pion  of  the  farmer  than  Clifford  Hope. 

I  need  call  attention  only  to  one  other 
thing  and  that  is  that  this  resolution 
that  is  now  before  the  committee  was 
unanimously  reported  by  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  It  is  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  I  hope  it  will  be  adopted  without 
opposition. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  take 
a  little  time  to  go  into  the  history  of 
the  legislation  which  would  be  repealed 
by  the  bill  before  us  ajt  this  time.  In 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 
there  was  a  provision  which  said  in  effect 


that  a  cotton  producer  would  not  be 
eligible  to  receive  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  payments  unless  he  stayed  within 
his  cotton-acreage  allotment.  That 
provision,  as  I  say,  was  included  in  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1938  and  remained  in 
that  form  in  the  agriculture  legislation 
until  the  last  session,  when  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1954  was  enacted.  When 
that  legislation  was  before  another  legis¬ 
lative  body  which  I  am  not  permitted 
to  mention  by  name,  an  amendment  was 
adopted  on  the  floor  which  applied  that 
provision  to  all  basic  commodities.  Ex¬ 
amination  of  the  Record  discloses  that 
this  matter  was  not  debated  or  discussed 
on  the  floor  in  the  other  body,  except 
that  the  author  made  a  very,  very  brief 
explanation. 

In  the  committee  on  conference  on 
that  bill  all  of  the  House  conferees  op¬ 
posed  the  provision  but  they  were  unable 
to  eliminate  it  from  the  legislation  and 
it  remained  a  part  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1954. 

The  effect  of  that  legislation  if  we 
retain  it  will  be  to  prevent  any  faimer 
from  participating  in  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  if  he  is  in  any 
respect  whatever  out  of  compliance  with 
acreage  allotments  under  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram.  Since  all  of  the  six  basic  com¬ 
modities  are  now  under  acreage  allot¬ 
ments,  it  means  that  all  producers  of  the 
basic  agricultural  commodities  will  not 
be  able  to  participate  in  the  agricultural 
conservation  program  if  they  are  out  of 
compliance  even  if  it  is  by  one-tenth  of 
an  acre  or  less. 

This  matter  has  been  considered  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and,  as 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  our  com¬ 
mittee  has  stated,  the  Department  was 
represented  by  Mr.  McConnell,  the  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary,  at  the  hearing  which 
was  held  on  this  legislation.  He  en¬ 
dorsed  the  legislation  and  gave  the  De¬ 
partment’s  reasons  for  opposing  it. 

I  would  like  at  this  time  to  read  a 
part  of  the  statement  of  Mr.  McConnell 
which  he  made  at  the  hearings  on  this 
measure  before  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture.  I  quote  now  from  the  hearings: 

If  there  is  anybody  in  the  United  States 
who  is  concerned  with  surpluses,  it  is  cer¬ 
tainly  the  Department  and  the  portion  of 
the  Department  with  which  I  am  concerned. 
It  is  my  considered  judgment,  after  studying 
this  matter,  that  aU  the  power  that  can  be 
brought  to  bear  on  the  objective  of  holding 
down  overproduction  is  in  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ments,  backed  up  by  marketing  quotas,  and 
anything  else  you  do,  like  this  measure,  does 
not  add  to  that.  In  other  words,  you  do  a  lot 
of  work,  go  to  a  lot  of  expense,  create  a  lot 
of  hardships  which  have  no  relation  to  the 
overproduction.  That  is  my  one  point.  We 
feel  that  it  will  not  change  that  pattern  ma¬ 
terially. 

This  provision  we  are  attempting  to 
repeal  today  will  particularly  affect  corn 
and  wheat  producers.  It  will  not  have 
any  material  affect  on  cotton  and  pea¬ 
nut  and  tobacco  producers  because  those 
commodities  are  under  marketing  quotas 
whenever  acreage  allotments  are  in  ef¬ 
fect,  and  that  almost  automatically,  pre¬ 
vents  any  farmers  from  being  out  of 
compliance.  But  it  will  have  a  very 
great  effect  upon  the  producers  of  wheat 
and  corn  if  they  are  not  in  compliance. 
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There  is  a  particular  situation  affect¬ 
ing  wheat  that  I  wish  to  mention,  and 
that  is  that  under  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  all  producers  may  pro¬ 
duce  and  sell  without  penalty  up  to  15 
acres  of  wheat.  That  does  not  mean  that 
they  are  in  compliance  if  their  acreage 
allotments  are  less  than  15  acres.  If 
their  allotments  are  less  than  15  acres 
and  they  plant  15  acres,  then  they  are 
out  of  compliance,  and  under  the  legisla¬ 
tion  we  are  trying  to  repeal  today  those 
farmers  would  be  out  of  the  ACP  pro¬ 
gram. 

There  are  more  of  those  situations, 
perhaps,  than  most  people  imagine.  In 
the  States  east  of  the  Missouri  River,  and 
in  some  other  areas  also,  there  are  a 
great  many  fanners  who  are  not  in  com¬ 
pliance  with  wheat  acreage  allotments 
but  who  have  been  led  to  believe  that 
they  were  in  compliance  with  the  pro¬ 
gram,  if  they  planted  15  acres  or  less. 
Acting  in  good  faith,  they  planted  15 
acres  or  less,  and  then  found  that  they 
are  not  in  compliance  and  cannot  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  ACP  program.  Most  of 
them  feel  that  they  have  been  misled 
and  that  their  Government  is  acting  in 
bad  faith  with  them.  That  is  one  situ¬ 
ation  which  very  substantially  enters 
into  this  picture.  Of  course,  in  the  case 
of  corn  where  we  do  not  have  market¬ 
ing  quotas,  there  will  undoubtedly  be 
farmers  who  will  not  comply  with  acre¬ 
age  allotments  and  they  will  be  thrown 
out  of  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram. 

My  thought  has  always  been  that  the 
agricultural  conservation  program  was  a 
program  which  should  stand  on  its  own 
feet.  It  should  not  be  used  to  compel 
compliance  with  the  programs  for  price 
support.  Likewise,  I  think  the  price  sup¬ 
port  program  is  one  which  should  stand 
on  its  own  feet.  We  have  methods  of 
forcing  compliance  with  the  price  sup¬ 
port  program,  and  as  Mr.  McConnell 
said  in  his  statement  before  the  commit¬ 
tee,  we  do  not  need  this  additional 
method.  We  have  been  able  to  get  along 
without  it  for  almost  20  years  and  I  see 
no  reason  for  going  into  it  now. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  - 1  simply  want  to  com¬ 
mend  the  gentleman  for  sponsoring  this 
legislation.  With  reference  to  corn 
farmers,  I  do  want  to  call  the  attention 
of  the  House  to  the  fact  that  last  year, 
in  1954,  in  South  Dakota,  40  percent  of 
our  farmers  complied  with  corn  allot¬ 
ments.  That  means  that  is  the  same  law 
is  in  effect  in  1955,  and  we  have  no 
greater  compliance  than  we  had  last 
year,  60  percent  of  our  farmers  would  be 
denied  the  benefits  of  the  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  program. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  South  Dakota  who  is  the  author  of 
a  similar  bill,  and  who  has  been  very 
active  in  his  support  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  would  like  the 
Record  to  show  also  that  Messrs.  Berry, 
CHRISTOPHER,  POLK,  WILSON,  JONES, 
Laird,  and  Albert  are  authors  of  similar 


bills,  and  that  Messrs.  Avery,  Moulder, 
Abbitt,  George,  Johnson,  Quigley, 
Deane,  and  Mrs.  Knutson  also  intro¬ 
duced  bills  having  the  same  purpose  in 
mind  as  the  bill  reported  by  our  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Yes,  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  What  he  says  indicates,  the  great 
interest  in  this  matter.  I  cannot  recall 
any  time  in  recent  years  where  so  many 
bills  on  one  subject  were  introduced  and 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Can  the  gentle¬ 
man  tell  us  the  official  position  of  the 
farm  organizations  on  this  legislation, 
especially  the  Farm  Bureau? 

Mr.  HOPE.  No  farm  organizations 
appeared  at  the  hearing  on  this  bill.  I 
have  no  direct  information  myself  as 
to  the  position  of  any  of  the  farm  or¬ 
ganizations.  I  have  been  told  since 
coining  on  the  floor  today  that  some 
Members  have  received  wires  from  the 
Farm  Bureau  opposing  the  legislation. 
That  is  all  I  know  about  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Flood!. 

Mr.  FLOOD.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  not 
very  often  that  I  impose  upon  the  time 
of  the  committee  in  debate  having  to  do 
with  agricultural  matters,  but  I  think 
certainly  it  is  in  keeping  with  what  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  was  just  saying 
and  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Cooley],  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  if  I  point  out  that  while  it  is  true 
the  basic  industry  of  my  district  is  the 
production  of  anthracite  coal,  I  have 
about  3,000  farm  families  in  my  district. 
Further,  to  point  up  what  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas  was  indicating  with 
particular  reference  to  the  small  wheat 
acreage  matters,  that  problem  is  espe¬ 
cially  mine  with  reference  to  the  matter 
now  before  us. 

Certainly  there  is  little  doubt,  from 
what  they  have  presented  to  me,  that 
this  amendment  to  the  original  act  was 
certainly  wrong  in  principle. 

I  have  before  me,  on  page  2  of  the 
report,  this  language,  and  this  typifies 
the  case  that  I  have.  For  instance, 
these  small  wheat  farmers  in  my  dis¬ 
trict,  mostly  under  15  acres,  were  not 
at  any  time  permitted  to  vote  on  this 
wheat  acreage  allocation  program.  They 
had  nothing  to  do  with  the  voting  on 
allotments.  They  were  subject  entirely 
to  the  action  of  their  bigger  brothers 
throughout  the  country. 

This  wheat-marketing-quota  law  pro¬ 
vides,  for  example,  that  any  farmer, 
whether  he  has  a  wheat  allotment  or 
not,  may  plant  and  market  up  to  15 
acres  of  wheat  without  becoming  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  marketing-quota  provisions. 
It  was  the  clear  intent  of  this  provision 
of  law  to  permit  farmers  in  areas  where 
wheat  is  not  a  major  commercial  crop, 
and  certainly  wheat  in  my  district  is 
not  a  major  commercial  crop,  but  there 
is  a  great  deal  of  small  wheat  acreage, 
to  plant  a  small  acreage  as  a  nurse  crop 
or  a  cover  crop  or  for  use  on  the  farm. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  glad  that  the 
committee  is  unanimously  reporting  this 


legislation  and  this  amendment  to  the 
law,  and  return  to  the  real  purpose  and 
intent  to  help  the  small  farmers  and 
not  in  any  way  destroy  what  we  are 
trying  to  do. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Hayworth]. 

Mr.  HAYWORTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  get  into  the  Record  the 
official  position,  as  my  office  has  it,  of  the 
farm  organizations  on  this  matter,  in¬ 
cluding  the  Grange,  the  Farmers  Union, 
and  the  Farm  Bureau  Federation.  The 
Grange  and  the  Farmers  Union,  accord¬ 
ing  to  what  we  hear,  were  both  enthusi¬ 
astically  for  this  particular  piece  of 
legislation.  The  Farm  Bureau  official  to 
whom  we  were  referred,  did  not  seem 
to  know  about  it  when  first  called,  but 
after  studying  the  report,  stated  that  the 
Farm  Bureau  was  against  the  legislation. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  1955  report  of 
the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 
on  page  6,  I  find  this  language: 

That  Government  should,  with  a  minimum 
of  control  and  aid,  stimulate  individual 
initiative. 

That  is  exactly  the  ACP  program.  It 
has  no  control  over  the  farmer.  It  does 
not  contemplate  that  the  program  will 
in  any  way  control  his  operation.  It  is 
only  calculated  to  stimulate  individual 
initiative. 

I  am  not  surprised  at  the  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  Federation.  Unfortunately,  in  re¬ 
cent  years  we  have  met  with  opposition 
from  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federa¬ 
tion  on  every  bill  we  have  brought  from 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture.  This  sec¬ 
tion  that  we  are  trying  to  repeal  is  an 
effort  to  regiment  the  farmer,  and  yet 
the  Farm  Bureau  Federation  comes  out 
in  favor  of  retaining  section  348. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  I  wonder  if 
there  is  anyone  here  who  can  state  why 
the  Farm  Bureau  Federation  is  oppos¬ 
ing  this  measure.  Did  they  give  any 
reasons9 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No.  I  would  like  to 
say  that  we  held  open  hearings.  A  pub¬ 
lic  announcement  was  made  that  the 
hearings  were  going  to  be  held.  The 
Farm  Bureau  did  not  ask  to  be  heard. 
They  have  representatives  in  the  city  of 
Washington,  and  apparently  they  were 
indifferent  about  the  matter  until  the  bill 
reached  the  floor  of  this  House  for  con¬ 
sideration.  I  hope  no  Member  of  the 
House  will  be  influenced  by  any  expres¬ 
sion  of  opinion  by  the  American  Farm 
Bureau  Federation. 

I  now  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Fountain]  such 
time  as  he  may  desire. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.  R.  1573.  I  asso¬ 
ciate  myself  with  the  views  expressed  by 
my  colleague,  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture,  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley],  and  by  the  distinguished  for¬ 
mer  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Hope], 
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I  think  it  has  already  been  well  stated 
that  section  348  has  never  had  any  right¬ 
ful  place  in  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended.  The  present 
language  of  section  348  prohibits  the 
making  of  agricultural-conservation  pro¬ 
gram  payments  to  any  farmer  who 
knowingly  harvests  any  basic  commodity 
in  excess  of  his  acreage  allotment.  In 
the  first  place,  the  ACP  program  is  a 
separate  and  distinct  program  from  that 
of  the  acreage-allotment  program. 

Prior  to  1954,  section  348  had  applied 
only  to  cotton  and  had  declared  ineligi¬ 
ble  for  ACP  payments  any  cotton  farmer 
who  knowingly  overplanted  his  allot¬ 
ment.  There  are  no  acreage  allotments 
on  cotton  except  when  marketing  quotas 
are  in  effect.  In  addition,  the  quota 
provisions  themselves  are  an  effective 
deterrent  to  overplanting.  Consequent¬ 
ly,  as  the  committee  report  indicates, 
the  provision  was  largely  unnoticed  and 
seldom  used.  During  the  closing  hours 
of  the  83d  Congress  a  conference  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  and  Senate  reluc¬ 
tantly  accepted  section  348  in  order  to 
assure  the  passage  of  the  1954  act.  This 
was  the  first  time  the  principle  set  forth 
in  section  348  had  been  made  applicable 
to  all  basic  commodities.  It  became  new 
law  and  all  kinds  of  difficulties  and  con¬ 
flicts  resulted,  many  of  which  have  al¬ 
ready  been  related  during  the  course  of 
this  debate. 

It  is  obvious  that  a  strict  interpre¬ 
tation  of  the  provisions  of  section  348 
would  seriously  retard  the  agricultural- 
conservation  program  which  for  any 
particular  year  is  usually  planned  al¬ 
most  a  year  in  advance  and  is  author¬ 
ized  by  Congress  on  that  basis.  As  has 
been  stated,  the  practices  which  will  be 
approved  for  payment  are  normally  de¬ 
termined  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the 
calendar  year  and  soon  after  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  year  farmers  are  invited 
to  sign  up  for  the  program  and  begin 
to  carry  out  the  practices.  Normally, 
our  farmers  are  eligible  for  payments 
as  soon  as  they  have  carried  out  these 
practices  or  as  soon  as  the  materials 
have  been  purchased,  and  ordinarily  all 
payments  have  been  made  by  the  end 
of  the  fiscal  year  on  June  30. 

If  a  farmer  must  wait  until  he  can 
certify  that  he  has  not  harvested  a  par¬ 
ticular  crop  in  excess  of  his  allotment, 
payment  frequently  cannot  be  made 
until  the  following  year  because  in  some 
areas  some  crops  are  still  being  har¬ 
vested  at  the  year’s  end.  Another  sit¬ 
uation  indicated  the  ridiculousness  of 
section  348.  It  is  the  wheat-marketing- 
quota  law  which  provides,  for  example, 
that  any  farmer — whether  he  has  a 
wheat  allotment  or  not — may  plant  and 
market  up  to  15  acres  of  wheat  with¬ 
out  becoming  subject  to  the  marketing- 
quota  provisions.  Clearly  it  is  the  in¬ 
tent  of  the  wheat-marketing  provision 
of  law  to  permit  farmers  in  areas  where 
wheat  is  not  a  major  commercial  crop 
to  plant  a  small  acreage  as  a  nurse  crop 
or  cover  crop,  or  for  feed  on  the  farm, 
without  penalty.  In  spite  of  this  fact, 
section  348,  as  amended,  would  penalize 
these  farmers  without  allowing  them 
any  benefit  from  the  agricultural-con¬ 


servation  program  unless  they  complied 
with  acreage  allotments. 

In  addition,  section  304  of  the  1954 
act  repealed  the  authority  for  market¬ 
ing  quotas  on  corn,  permitting  the  grow¬ 
ing  of  corn  in  excess  of  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  with  no  penalty  other  than  the 
loss  of  eligibility  for  price  support.  Sec¬ 
tion  348,  nevertheless,  would  impose  a 
new  penalty — loss  of  ACP  payments. 

Section  348,  as  amended,  would  be  re¬ 
pealed  by  this  bill.  Its  provisions,  as  I 
have  indicated,  are  in  direct  conflict  with 
the  spirit  of  several  provisions  of  the 
acreage-allotment  and  marketing-quota 
laws,  and  as  pointed  out  in  the  cofnmit- 
tee  report,  with  at  least  two  other  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  1954  act  itself.  It  is  most 
unfortunate  that  section  348  was  ever 
included  in  the  1938  act,  as  amended. 
It  would  add  additional  and  unnecessary 
administrative  difficulties  and  proce¬ 
dures.  It  in  no  way  adds  anything  to 
the  restrictions  already  set  forth  in  the 
program.  Programs  which  are  designed 
to  stabilize  the  price  and  the  supply  of 
basic  agricultural  commodities  necessar¬ 
ily  are  and  should  always  be  kept  en¬ 
tirely  separate  from  those  programs, 
such  as  the  ACP  program,  which  are 
designed  for  the  preservation  and  im¬ 
provement  of  our  soil  and  water  re¬ 
sources  for  the  long-range  benefit  of  the 
Nation  as  a  whole. 

The  ACP  program  has  been  a  good 
program.  It  has  given  our  farmers 
added  incentive  to  conserve  our  soil  and 
to  make  it  more  productive.  While  the 
program  has  helped  them  individually, 
it  has  also  played  a  significant  part  in 
keeping  our  Nation  economically  strong. 
Let  us  strike  section  348  from  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  and  carry  on 
with  a  program  which  has  meant  so 
much  to  our  people  and  to  the  security 
of  our  Nation. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Jones]. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  do  not  care  to  burden  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  was  the  author  of  a  bill  simi¬ 
lar  to  the  one  we  are  considering.  The 
particular  point  I  would  like  to  make 
here  today  is  that  my  colleage  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Christo¬ 
pher],  who,  as  most  Members  know,  has 
been  quite  active  in  the  farm  program, 
was  also  the  author  of  one  of  the  bills 
and  appeared  before  our  committee  at 
the  hearings.  He  is  ill  and  unable  to  be 
here  today.  I  am  sure  that  if  he  were 
here  he  would  speak  on  this  in  his  usu¬ 
ally  convincing  manner  and  show  you 
the  desirability  of  approving  this  bill. 
The  change,  of  course,  as  has  been 
pointed  out,  has  been  endorsed  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  Also  as  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Connell]  told  us  there  is  no  connection 
between  price  supports  and  ACP.  I 
thing  we  are  all  agreed  on  that;  and 
that  is  the  purpose  of  this  bill  today, 
to  get  rid  of  the  amendment  which  did 
tie  the  two  together. 

I  hope  this  bill  will  pass. 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 


Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mi-.  Johnson], 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  wish  to  go  on  record  in  sup¬ 
port  of  this  bill. 

I  think  it  could  be  said  that  anybody 
who  opposes  the  repeal  of  this  section 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  is 
opposed  to  the  soil-conservation  pro¬ 
gram,  because  I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
particular  law  at  this  time  that  is  doing 
more  to  wreck  the  soil -conservation  pro¬ 
gram  throughout  the  United  States  than 
the  section  we  are  trying  to  repeal. 

I  also  introduced  a  bill,  H.  R.  3438,  to 
correct  the  inequitable  section  348  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 
pertaining  to  cross  compliance  for  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  payments. 

The  present  law  has  worked  to  the 
disadvantage  of  farmers  in  my  district, 
and  I  suspect  that  the  same  thing  is 
true  of  farmers  in  many  other  sections 
of  the  country.  Most  of  the  dairy  farm¬ 
ers  in  the  ninth  district  of  Wisconsin 
raise  com  for  feed  on  their  own  farms. 
They  do  not  raise  corn  for  commercial 
sale. 

Thus,  the  present  cross  compliance 
law  does  not  help  in  the  promotion  of 
soil  -  conservation  practices  because 
farmers  cannot  qualify  for  ASC  pay¬ 
ments.  On  the  basis  of  numerous  letters 
from  farmers  in  my  district — and  also 
on  the  strength  of  personal  conversation 
with  scores  of  farmers — I  know  that  this 
situation  is  true. 

In  January  of  this  year  I  received  a 
letter  from  a  county  agent  in  my  district 
which  summarizes  the  difficulties  of 
dairy  farmers  in  operating  under  the 
cross  compliance  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act. 

I  wish  to  quote  two  short  paragraphs 
from  this  county  agent’s  letter  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

There  Is  one  matter  I  would  like  to  bring 
to  your  attention.  Under  the  present  ASO 
regulations,  a  farmer  must  comply  with  his 
corn  allotment  to  get  ASC  payments.  This 
works  a  hardship  on  dairy  farmers  since  a 
considerable  amount  of  their  corn  acreage 
is  for  silage  corn. 

Since  the  corn  allotment  is  designed  to 
cut  down  the  amount  of  corn  on  the  market, 
and  since  the  acreage  of  silage  corn  will  not 
affect  corn  on  the  market,  wouldn’t  it  be 
possible  to  eliminate  silage  corn  from  the 
corn-acreage  allotment? 

It  was  this  situation  that  prompted 
me  to  introduce  my  bill,  H.  R.  3438. 
Since  H.  R.  1573  accomplishes  the  same 
purpose,  I  support  the  committee’s  re¬ 
port  and  urge  my  colleagues  to  vote  for 
its  adoption. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
who  desire  to  do  so  may  extend  their 
remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  TUMULTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
sire  to  call  the  committee’s  attention  to 
the  following  telegram  I  received  from 
the  New  Jersey  Farm  Bureau  opposing 
this  legislation.  This  telegram  sets 
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forth  the  reason  for  the  Farm  Bureau’s 
opposition  to  the  bill. 

I  join  with  them  in  their  opposition  to 
this  bill.  The  telegram  is  as  follows: 

Trenton,  N.  J.,  March  1,  1955. 
James  Tumulty, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

New  Jersey  Farm  Bureau  opposes  H.  R. 
1573  which  would  make  agricultural  conser¬ 
vation  program  payments  to  farmers  who 
exceed  allotments.  This  principle  contrary 
to  a  sound  farm  program. 

W.  P.  Watson,  Secretary. 

Mr.  DEANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
strongly  favor  the  proposed  legislation, 
H.  R.  1573  as  reported  out  by  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  Along  with 
several  Members  of  this  House,  I  intro¬ 
duced  a  similar  measure,  H.  R.  4059, 
which  would  repeal  section  348  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended. 

This  measure  is  particularly  vital  to 
the  farmers  in  my  section  of  the  country. 
I  have  heard  from  many  of  them,  both 
in  writing  and  by  word  of  mouth,  and 
the  consensus  of  their  opinion  is  that 
section  311  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1954  which  amended  section  348  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  is 
too  rigid.  As  is  known  by  this  House, 
section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  provides 
that  any  person  who  knowingly  harvests 
any  basic  agricultural  commodity, 
namely  cotton,  tobacco,  corn,  wheat, 
rice,  and  peanuts,  in  excess  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  such  commodity 
shall  not  be  eligible  for  any  payment 
under  the  agricultural  conservation 
program. 

I  am  delighted  to  see  that  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  has  reported 
out  a  bill,  H.  R.  1573,  which  abolishes 
this  rigid  and  unfair  restriction. 

In  changing  the  basis  of  allotment  to 
harvested  acres,  section  348  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  did  not  eliminate  the  difficul¬ 
ties  it  was  designed  to  eliminate  but  in¬ 
stead  it  multiplied  the  conflicts  and 
problems  of  administration.  If  a  farmer 
has  to  wait  until  he  can  certify  that  he 
has  not  harvested  a  crop  in  excess  of  his 
allotment,  he  frequently  cannot  receive 
his  payment  until  the  following  year,  and 
it  is  very  difficult  in  farming  as  in  busi¬ 
ness  to  have  one’s  payments  held  up  for 
several  months  or  a  year. 

Section  348,  as  amended,  which  would 
be  repealed  by  this  bill,  is  in  direct  con¬ 
flict  with  the  spirit  of  several  provisions 
of  the  acreage  allotment  and  marketing- 
quota  laws,  and  with  at  least  two  other 
provisions  of  the  1954  act  itself. 

Therefore,  due  to  the  conflicts  which 
section  311  of  the  1954  act  has  caused  in 
amending  section  348  of  the  1938  act  and 
due  to  the  rigid  regulatory  authority  left 
in  the  hands  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  in  enforcing  the  provisions  of 
section  311,  I  am  altogether  in  accord 
with  the  repeal  of  this  restrictive  legis¬ 
lation.  In  supporting  the  committee  bill, 
H.  R.  1573,  I  agree  with  the  findings  of 
the  committee  that  the  marketing  quota 
penalties  and  the  loss  of  price  supports 
in  the  case  of  acreage  allotments  have 
proved  sufficient  deterrents  to  overpro¬ 


duction  of  those  commodities  which  are 
accorded  price  support  in  return  for  this 
measure  of  production  control  by  the 
farmer. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  King]. 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  think  this  legislation  is  not 
a  matter  of  great  significance,  and  I  do 
not  oppose  this  matter  strenuously  be¬ 
cause  it  will  not  materially  change  the 
overall  program.  I  believe,  however, 
we  should  understand  what  we  are  doing. 

First,  I  would  say  that  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  approves  this  in  a  passive 
way,  because  they  recognize  that  the  old 
provision  is  hardly  worth  the  trouble  it 
makes  for  them  in  administration. 

The  more  significant  thing  in  my  esti¬ 
mation  is  the  reasoning  of  the  Farm 
Bureau  in  opposing  this  bill.  They  rec¬ 
ognize  this  as  just  relaxing  the  rules, 
relaxing  the  restrictions  which  are  in¬ 
evitably  necessary  to  make  any  Govern¬ 
ment  price-support  program  work. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Would  it  be  more  equita¬ 
ble  to  say  that  what  they  want  to  do  is 
to  increase  the  restrictions?  That  is  the 
position  of  the  Farm  Bureau.  We  have 
never  had  these  restrictions  before;  but 
their  position,  as  I  understand,  is  that 
they  want  to  impose  additional  restric¬ 
tions,  and  the  position  of  the  Department 
is  that  they  are  satisfied  with  the  restric¬ 
tions  we  have  now. 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  I  do  not 
propose  to  speak  for  the  Farm  Bureau, 
but  it  is  my  opinion  that  they  recognize 
that  any  workable  price-support  pro¬ 
gram  must  have  rather  rigid  restric¬ 
tions  on  production. 

Even  the  leaders  of  our  committee 
who  favor  high  supports  admit  the 
necessity  of  regulations  which  will  keep 
supply  in  line  with  demand.  Yet,  they 
take  every  opportunity  to  weaken  the 
regulations. 

After  all  these  years  of  rigid  price  sup¬ 
ports  no  reasonable  adjustment  has  been 
accomplished  and  the  surpluses  pile 
higher  and  higher. 

The  legislation  as  it  now  stands  does 
tie  together  two  separate  programs,  the 
price-support  program  and  the  soil-con¬ 
servation  program,  both  of  which  are 
pure  subsidies  of  production.  They  are 
responsible  for  the  tremendous  surpluses 
we  are  now  carrying  and  we  are  not  car¬ 
rying  those  surpluses  at  any  small  cost. 
The  cost  is  tremendous. 

Last  year’s  amendment  was  put  in 
simply  to  say  that  if  a  farmer  is  going  to 
benefit  by  receiving  these  subsidies  he 
ought  to  comply  fully  with  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram  and  cooperate  to  every  extent,  even 
if  the  programs  be  separated  into  sepa¬ 
rate  pieces  of  legislation.  Both  are  a 
part  of  the  same  old  subsidy  of  produc¬ 
tion  that  has  gotten  us  into  this  mess 
and  because  it  creates  a  few  hardships 
and  causes  the  Department  administra¬ 
tive  troubles,  we  are  now  relaxing  this 
restrictive  measure. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 


Mr.  COOLEY.  We  have  only  had  it 
in  operation  during  the  past  year. 
After  having  it  for  1  year,  Mr.  McCon¬ 
nell  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
I  am  sure  with  the  consent  and  approval 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr. 
Benson,  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
of  which  the  gentleman  is  a  member,  ad¬ 
vocates  the  repeal  of  it.  Why  should  we 
insist  on  keeping  something  in  the  law 
which  the  Administrator,  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  does  not  want? 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  said  at  the  outset  that  I  was 
not  strenuously  opposing  this  bill.  I  was 
only  trying  to  explain  why  the  Depart¬ 
ment  is  willing  to  go  along  with  it.  I 
tried  to  point  out  the  simple  implica¬ 
tions  in  what  we  are  doing. 

We  are  doing  away  with  one  of  the  re¬ 
strictive  provisions  and  insofar  as  that 
is  accomplished  we  will  make  farmers 
a  little  freer  to  go  ahead  and  produce. 
We  speak  very  solicitously  about  the  soil- 
conservation  program.  I  am  not  at¬ 
tempting  to  argue  that  at  this  point,  ex¬ 
cept  let  me  say  that  the  soil-conserva¬ 
tion  program  that  you  all  want  to  pre¬ 
serve  is  at  least  80  percent  subsidy,  80 
percent  of  the  $250  million  we  put  into 
that  program  every  year  is  a  subsidy  of 
production. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  Laird]. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  has 
been  stated  here  that  this  particular  sec¬ 
tion  has  been  in  operation  for  1  year. 
I  think  it  should  be  made  clear  that  this 
particular  section  has  not  gone  fully  into 
operation  as  yet,  but  it  will  go  into  oper¬ 
ation  with  this  year’s  ACP  program  un¬ 
less  immediate  action  is  taken  here  in 
the  House  and  in  the  Senate.  It  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  get  rapid  action  on  this  legisla¬ 
tion. 

I  have  talked  with  the  Wisconsin 
State  ACP  committee  in  reference  to  the 
so-called  Holland  amendment  to  the  Ag¬ 
ricultural  Act  of  1954.  The  members  of 
our  State  committee  have  stated  to  me 
that  it  will  be  almost  impossible  to  ad¬ 
minister  the  program  in  our  State  if 
section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  re¬ 
tained.  For  that  reason  I  joined  with 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope], 
in  cosponsoring  this  legislation  provid¬ 
ing  for  the  repeal  of  section  348.  The 
repeal  of  this  section  is  supported  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  as  well  as  by 
your  House  Agriculture  Committee. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  LovreL 

Mr.  LOVRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  legislation  is  to  separate  two 
distinct  programs  which  were  united  in 
the  1954  Agricultural  Act.  The  two  pro¬ 
grams  involved  are  the  price-support 
and  soil-conservation  programs.  There 
is  absolutely  no  correlation  between  the 
two  programs — one  is  designed  to  sup¬ 
port  prices  and  the  other  to  encourage 
good  soil  and  water  conservation  prac¬ 
tices. 

Last  year,  the  conferees  on  the  agri¬ 
culture  bill  adopted  what  is  known  as 
the  Holland  amendment,  which  is  noth¬ 
ing  else  than  a  penalty  provision  for  the 


1955 


1979 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


enforcement  of  the  price-support  pro¬ 
gram.  The  purpose  of  the  amendment 
was  to  deny  any  farmer  payment  for 
good  soil-conservation  practices  when  he 
failed  to  comply  with  his  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  under  the  price-support  program. 
This  method  of  jeopardizing  one  pro¬ 
gram,  which  admittedly  is  universally 
accepted  as  sound,  to  enforce  another 
program,  which  is  more  or  less  contro¬ 
versial,  certainly  is  unfair  and  unjust  in 
every  way  and  should  be  repealed.  That 
is  the  purpose  of  this  legislation. 

In  my  State  alone,  in  1954  only  40 
percent  of  our  farmers  complied  with 
their  corn-acreage  allotments.  If  this 
legislation,  which  we  today  seek  to  re¬ 
peal,  had  been  in  effect  in  1954,  it  would 
have  meant  that  60  percent  of  our  farm¬ 
ers  would  have  been  denied  the  right  to 
participate  in  the  soil-conservation  pro¬ 
gram. 

We  all  know  of  the  great  need  for 
sound  soil  and  water  conservation  prac¬ 
tices  in  this  country.  With  an  ever- 
increasing  population,  in  the  not  too  dis¬ 
tant  future,  we  are  going  to  find  that 
the  productive  capacity  of  our  fanners 
is  definitely  limited  because  of  a  shortage 
of  tillable  land.  We  must  keep  what  we 
have  and  recover  what  we  can. 

By  denying  farmers  partial  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  the  costs  of  their  conservation 
programs,  we  are  hindering  a  most  vital 
program.  I  have  never  been  able  to  see 
why  this  provision  was  in  the  law,  and 
the  first  bill  I  introduced  during  this 
session  of  the  Congress  was  to  repeal  this 
section.  I  hope  that  this  will  be  done 
with  no  undue  delay. 

(Mr.  LOVRE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  here  is  what  the  De¬ 
partment  had  to  say  about  the  effect  of 
this  section,  and  I  am  quoting  from  Mr. 
McConnell’s  testimony  where  he  says 
that : 

We  have  observed  the  effects  of  it  long 
enough  to  believe  that  it  has  no  particular 
effect  in  controlling  what  it  was  aimed  to 
control,  to  keep  people  within  their  allot¬ 
ments,  and  we  think  there  are  other  means 
which  are  already  in  effect.  The  marketing 
quotas  do  that  very  effectively. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Is  this 
an  administration  measure? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Well,  it  is  sponsored  by 
the  former  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 

Hope? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Hope,  and  it  is  ap¬ 
proved  by  Mr.  Benson  and  his  colleagues 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and 
th£  repeal  of  it,  I  might  say,  is  both  an 
administration  measure  and  a  nonad¬ 
ministration  measure,  which  has  biparti¬ 
san  support. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  This  is 
one  of  the  measures  where  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  Party  is  supporting  the  President? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Well,  that  may  be. 
You  can  take  it  that  way  if  you  want  to. 


but  section  348  was  written  into  the  law 
in  the  last  Congress. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  It  takes 
care  of  cotton  and  peanuts? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Popcorn  and  cracker- 
jacks. 

Mi-.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass]. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  only  reason  I  rise  is  this :  There 
has  been  some  controversy  about  the 
Farm  Bureau  opposing  this  measure.  I 
would  like  to  state  that  on  two  different 
occasions  we  held  public  hearings  on 
this  bill.  The  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Poage]  held  hearings,  and  there 
were  no  opponents  to  the  bill.  He  felt 
that  he  should  circulate  the  information 
and  give  4  or  5  days  for  someone  to  come 
in  and  oppose  the  bill  if  they  felt  like 
that.  Five  days  later  we  had  another 
hearing,  and  I  feel  quite  sure  that  the 
Farm  Bureau  is  well  enough  organized 
that  they  had  information  that  some 
15  bills  were  introduced  in  this  matter, 
they  knew  that  public  hearings  were 
being  held,  and  I  am  surprised  to  find 
that  organization,  ordinarily  efficient  as 
a  legislative  sounding  board  for  farm 
people,  would  come  in  on  the  day  this 
bill  is  to  be  voted  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  and  oppose  it. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Avery]. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.  R.  1573.  My  colleague  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  and 
I  introduced  identical  bills  to  repeal  the 
so-called  Holland  amendment. 

I  think  the  substantiating  evidence  has 
been  pretty  well  presented  here  this 
afternoon,  and  there  are  just  two  basic 
points  I  would  like  to  make.  There  has 
been  considerable  talk  about  the  small 
wheat  farmer  with  15  acres  of  wheat 
being  unduly  penalized  by  section  348. 
In  my  part  of  Kansas  we  are  mostly 
small  farmers.  I  am  one  of  them  my¬ 
self.  I  am  not  speculating  on  what  the 
farmers  are  thinking,  because  I  am  one. 
I  have  found  that  it  is  the  small  farmer 
that  is  being  penalized  by  section  348. 
Now,  because  of  the  price-support  pro¬ 
gram,  your  large  farmer  will  naturally 
stay  in  compliance;  he  practically  has 
to,  because  he  is  going  to  freely  market 
his  merchandise  and  commodities.  Your 
small  farmer,  operating  160  acres  or  less 
or  a  half  section,  primarily  is  trying  to 
raise  feed  for  his  livestock  on  his  farm 
and  does  not  offer  commodities  on  the 
market  directly  for  sale,  and  he  is  the 
man  that  is  being  penalized  by  section 
348,  the  Holland  amendment.  There¬ 
fore  I  think  he  should  receive  some  con¬ 
sideration  in  this  repeal  this  afternoon. 

Just  one  more  thing.  We  have  been 
conscious  of  soil  conservation  develop¬ 
ment  for  about  30  years.  This  thinking, 
began  to  generate  back  in  the  twenties. 
It  was  in  the  thirties  before  it  got  going, 
and  now  in  the  fifties  it  is  just  about  ap¬ 
proaching  the  point  where  it  is  some¬ 
where  near  satisfactory  to  those  of  us 
interested  in  it.  Now  comes  section  348, 
which,  in  my  opinion,  will  probably  re¬ 
tard  soil  conservation  work  by  at  least 
5  years.  I  urge  everyone  to  support  H.  R. 
1573. 


Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Knox]. 

(Mr.  KNOX  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  KNOX.  Mr.  Chairman,  H.  R. 
1573,  a  bill  to  repeal  section  348  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  in 
my  opinion,  is  in  the  best  interest  of 
the  small  farmers  throughout  this  entire 
Nation. 

In  the  district  I  represent,  we  have 
many  small  farmers  who  grow  from  1  to 
15  acres  of  wheat,  not  for  the  market, 
but  for  home  consumption.  I  do  not 
believe  it  was  ever  the  intent  of  Congress 
that  these  people  who  are  operating 
small  farms  should  ever  become  penal¬ 
ized  because  of  providing  the  necessary 
feed  for  their  poultry  or  livestock.  A 
vote  against  this  bill  would  be  un-Ameri¬ 
can  and  a  violation  of  trust  which  is 
vested  in  the  Congress.  It  is  very  unfor¬ 
tunate  that  Senator  Holland’s  amend¬ 
ment  prevailed  in  the  Senate  a  year  ago, 
bringing  about  this  problem  of  confront¬ 
ing  small  farmers.  Therefore,  I  heartily 
endorse  the  provisions  of  the  bill  for  the 
repeal  of  section  348  whereby  the  small 
farmer  who  has  the  initiative  to  provide 
for  h'imself  and  his  poultry  and  livestock 
will  not  become  penalized  as  he  would 
today  should  this  amendment  not  be 
adopted. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mi-.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  bill  for  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  section  348  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  hereby  repealed,  effective  with 
respect  to  1955  and  subsequent  crops. 

Under  the  rule,  the  Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  [Mi-.  Cooper] 
having  assumed  the  chair,  Mr.  Madden, 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union,  re¬ 
ported  that  the  Committee,  having  had 
under  consideration  the  bill  (H.  R.  1573) 
to  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  pursuant  to 
House  Resolution  161,  he  reported  the  bill 
back  to  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule,  the  previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  engrossment 
and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


REMOVING  INEQUITIES  IN  SOCIAL- 
‘  SECURITY  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  BOSfclLrtat  the  request  of  Mr. 
Martin)  asked  and,  was  given  permis¬ 
sion  to  extend  his  refriarks  at  this  point 
in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  BOSCH.  Mr.  Speaker*  the  83d 
Congress  made  certain  changes'**^  the 
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Social  Security  Act  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendation  of  the  President  of 
the  ihiited  States.  These  changes  were 
modestMn  their  application  and  cover¬ 
age.  . 

The  basic  reasoning  behind  the  social- 
security  program  is  to  see  that  the  people 
of  this  counxVy  enjoy  the  benefits  from 
the  money  which  they  have  contributed 
into  the  fund.  XI  am  firmly  convinced 
that  there  is  need  for  further  revision  of 
the  program  in  thrfeg  respects.  It  is  for 
this  reason  that  I  aritv today  reintroduc¬ 
ing  my  bill  which  wi\  if  adopted,  re¬ 
move  what  I  would  consider  inequities  in 
this  program. 

First.  It  will  give  more  benefits  to  the 
needy,  those  whom  we  corisider  at  all 
times.  It  raises  the  basic  benefit  to  $75 
for  beneficiaries  and  raises  tftc  widow 
and  children  benefits  proportionately. 

Second.  It  will  reduce  the  benefit  age 
from  65  years  to  60  years.  I  believeNtiat 
a  more  equitable  distribution  under  tfie 
social-security  program  will  take  plat 
if  the  benefit  age  is  reduced  to  60  years.'' 
It  has  become  increasingly  evident  that 
it  is  almost  impossible  for  anyone  over 
45  years  to  obtain  employment.  Having 
contributed  to  the  fund  they  should  have 
the  opportunity  to  enjoy  the  benefits  at 
60  years  of  age. 

Third.  This  bill  will  also  remove  the 
restrictions  on  outside  income  and  earn¬ 
ings  of  the  beneficiaries  as  long  as  they 
have  met  all  other  requirements  and  are 
otherwise  found  qualified  to  receive  so¬ 
cial-security  benefits  under  the  program. 
I  am  firmly  convinced  that  the  present 
restriction  on  outside  earnings,  before 
the  age  of  72  years,  works  a  hardship  on 
most  of  those  who  are  recipients  of  these 
benefits. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  sincerely  trust  that 
these  recommendations  will  receive  fa¬ 
vorable  consideration  and  action  by  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 


SECTION  462,  REVENUE  ACT  OF  1954 

(Mr.  MUMMA  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  MUMMA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
somewhat  alarmed  last  week  when  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Zelen- 
ko]  ,  as  recorded  on  page  1734  of  the 
Congressional  Record  carrying  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  the  House  of  February  24, 
made  the  statement  that  the  taxpaying 
business  people  of  the  country  were  get¬ 
ting  a  terrific  windfall  in  the  matter  of 
tax  deductions  by  reason  of  the  accrual 
method  by  which  they  kept  their  books. 

I  was  so  worried  about  this  matter, 
because  I  had  never  heard  of  any  such 
provision  in  the  last  tax  bill  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  taxes  a  corporation  had  to 
pay,  that  I  had  our  accountant  check  up 
on  this  subject.  We  have  been  in  busi¬ 
ness  35  years  and  he  has  been  very  suc¬ 
cessful  in  his  relations  with  the  Internal 
Revenue  Bureau,  and  rightly  so.  He  said 
we  have  been  keeping  our  books  on  an 
accrual  basis  for  the  last  35  years. 

It  is  true  that  this  deduction,  or  what¬ 
ever  you  may  call  it,  does  tend  to  level  out 
the  hills  and  the  valleys  in  your  finan¬ 
cial  statement.  People  selling  items  that 


require  service,  such  as  air  conditioners, 
set  up  an  account  against  every  one  of 
such  articles  they  sell,  but  sooner  or 
later  within  the  year  there  is  a  day  of 
reckoning. 

Let  me  read  this  letter  in  which  our 
accountant  explains  this  situation: 

Pennsylvania  Supply  Co., 
Harrisburg,  Pa.,  February  28,  1955 
Congressman  Walter  M.  Mumma, 

House  Office  Building, 

.  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Mumma:  The  following  Is  some 
dope  I  got  together  on  the  changes  that  were 
made  by  the  1954  Revenue  Act  that  Mr. 
Zelenko  talked  about: 

1.  Section  462  permits  a  taxpayer  to  pro¬ 
vide  reserves  for  estimated  expenses  and  to 
deduct  reasonable  additions  to  such  reserves 
in  the  year  in  which  the  expenses  are  esti¬ 
mated.  Estimated  expenses  of  this  kind 
were  not  permitted  prior  to  the  1954  Revenue 
Act. 

2.  Examples  of  expenses  which  ordinarily 
meet  the  requirements  are  cash  discounts, 
product  warranties,  sales  returns  and  allow¬ 
ances,  freight  allowances,  quantity  discounts, 
and  vacation  pay;  an  exmple  of  this  is: 

A  taxpayer  sells  air  conditioners  which  he 
larantees  for  1  year.  Taxpayers’  experience 
indicates  that  the  average  cost  per  unit  of 
fulfilling  the  guaranty  is  $24.  For  each  unit 
sold  1$24  is  credited  to  a  reserve  account.  As 
the  expenses  are  actually  incurred,  the  re¬ 
serve  shall  be  charged  with  the  amount  of 
these  expanses.  In  no  event  will  a  double 
deduction  'he  permitted.  At  the  close  of 
each  taxable*,  year  the  reserve  shall  be  ad¬ 
justed  to  reflect  charges  in  the  actual  cost 
experience  of  the  taxpayer. 

3.  From  Mr.  Belenko’s  statements  one 
might  be  led  to  believe  that  a  taxpayer  could 
set  up  reserves  for\expenses  without  limi¬ 
tations  to  evade  income  tax  and  that  the 
Government  would  neWr  collect  tax  that  it 
would  otherwise  collects  to  the  extent  of 
5  billions  (it  would  be  iii-teresting  to  know 
how  this  amount  was  estimated) . 

The  above  reasoning  is  not  true  for  the 
following  reasons:,  (a)  Only  reserves  can  be 
set  up  for  expenses  which  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Commissioner  can  be  estimated  with 
reasonable  accurancy;  (b)  the  general  pur¬ 
pose  of  section  462  is  to  bring  tax  account¬ 
ing  more  closely  into  harmony  with  generally 
accepted  accounting  principles.  It  iss.  not 
intended  to  permit  taxpayers  to  deduct  esti- 
(  mated  expenses  in  any  taxable  year  unless 
such  treatment  would  be  proper  for  suer 
year  under  the  taxpayer’s  method  of  ac¬ 
counting. 

The  estimated  expense  must  be  attribu¬ 
table  to  the  income  of  the  taxable  year  and 
part  or  all  of  which  would  be  required  to  be 
taken  into  account  for  a  subsequent  taxable 
year.  Expenses  attributable  to  income  of 
future  years  are  not  expenses  for  which  an 
addition  to  a  reserve  under  section  462  is 
allowable. 

Whether  a  reserve  for  estimated  expenses 
is  reasonable  shall  be  determined  in  each 
particular  case  in  the  light  of  the  pertinent 
facts  known  at  the  close  of  the  taxable  year. 
In  case  actual  expenses  prove  to  be  more  or 
less  than  those  estimated  for  prior  years, 
the  amount  of  the  excess  or  inadequacy  shall 
be  reflected  in  the  determination  of  a  rea¬ 
sonable  amount  for  the  current  taxable  year. 

In  any  case  in  which  a  reserve  for  esti¬ 
mated  expenses  as  of  the  close  of  any  taxable 
year  is  determined  to  be  excessive,  such  ex¬ 
cess  shall  be  taken  into  account  in  comput¬ 
ing  the  taxable  income  for  the  taxable  year 
for  which  such  determination  is  made. 

I  hope  this  gives  you  some  information 
that  you  wanted:  and  if  not,  please  let  me 
know  and  we  will  try  again. 

Yours  truly, 

Amos  Ebert. 


CORRECTION  OF  RECORD 

Mr.  EVINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  Record  of  yes¬ 
terday  at  page  A1347  be  corrected. 
Through  an,  inadvertent  error,  it  was  in¬ 
dicated  that  the  Representative  speak¬ 
ing  was  from  the  State  of  Texas.  That 
is  a  very  great  State,  but  I  am  a  Repre¬ 
sentative  from  the  great  State  of  Ten¬ 
nessee. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  the  Record  will  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

There  was  no  objection. 


SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 

Mr.  MADDEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  on 
Wednesday,  March  9,  1955,  for  60  min¬ 
utes,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  legislative 
program  and  any  special  orders  hereto¬ 
fore  entered. 


VIEWS  EXPRESSED  IN  WEEKLY 
LETTERS.  JANUARY  AND  FEBRU¬ 
ARY  1955 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  in¬ 
serting  herewith  certain  paragraphs 
that  were  contained  in  my  weekly  letters 
during  the  past  60  days.  They  are  as 
follows : 

[From  1,115th  weekly  letter  of  January  6, 
1955] 

C-BOMBS 

The  first  A-bomb  was  a  crude  weapon  in 
comparison  with  later  scientific  develop¬ 
ments,  yet  it  leveled  a  large  industrial  city. 
The  H-bomb  disintegrated  a  whole  island  in 
the  Pacific  Ocean.  The  cobalt  bomb,  or 
C-bomb,  has  been  discovered  and  our  scien¬ 
tists  have  the  know-how  for  its  manufacture. 
It  will  be  the  greatest  of  them  all.  Two  hun¬ 
dred  cobalt  bombs  will  be  sufficient  to  make 
a  ball  of  fire  out  of  the  entire  earth.  It  is 
the  weapon  of  ultimate  destruction  and  pre¬ 
sents  a  great  challenge. 

workweek 

Were  it  not  for  the  40-hour  week,  we  would 
likely  have  12  million  unemployed  people 
today.  Many  people  now  living  can  remem¬ 
ber  the  6-day  workweek  when  it  was  stand¬ 
ard  in  American  industry  with  12  hours  a 
day.  Technological  developments  are  con¬ 
stantly  improving  our  productivity.  Con- 
fderation  is  now  being  given  to  a  36-hour 
srkweek  to  be  effective  within  the  next  dec¬ 
ade,  with  frequent  3 -day  weekends  a  uni- 
form\practice. 

BOOM  AND  BUST 

The  hoom-and-bust  theory  is  outmoded. 
Depressions  are  either  manmade  or  man-per¬ 
mitted;  they  can  be  avoided.  A  panic  every 
few  years,  waich  would  permit  the  fortunate 
and  the  privileged  to  acquire  the  property 
and  possessions-,  of  the  less  fortunate  and 
poor,  should  not'be  tolerated  in  the  future. 
If  well-known  polioies  and  practices  are  pur¬ 
sued  by  officials  working  in  the  public  in¬ 
terest,  all  the  people \f  our  country  will  be 
privileged  to  enjoy  reasonable  prosperity  with 
accompanying  conveniences,  comforts,  and 
many  of  the  luxuries  of  lue. 

WHY  PAY  TAXE 

Advertisements  are  appearing  in  financial 
Journals  with  the  heading  “Why, Pay  Taxes?" 
The  incomes  from  all  bonds  issueti  by  States, 
cities,  and  other  political  subdivisions  are 
not  taxable  for  Federal  income  or  other  pur¬ 
poses.  A  fortunate  person  with  a  few  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  can  invest  his  savings  in >these 
tax-exempt  securities  and  make  no  reports 
of  any  kind  whatsoever  and  pay  no  ta 
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HIGHLIGHTS!  Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference  report  on  2nd  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  Both  Houses  reoeivdd  President’s  foreign/aid  message.  Senate  passed 
Colorado  reclamation  bill,  Senary  committee  reported  bills  to:  amend  rice-quota 
provisions,  authorize  sale  of  foreVfc  tracts,  cont/nue  livestock-loans  program,  re¬ 
peal  REA  State  formula,  repeal  tie-in  cf  ACP  wijm  acreage  allotments,  provide  ad¬ 
ditional  acreage  allotments  for  freez  ' 


measure  direoting  USDA  to  study  bur  ley 
raise  bill.  Rep.  Moulder  urged  investig 
mittee’s  methods.  Sens,  Carlson  and  Mor 
two-price  wheat  plan.  Sens.  Johnston 
cussed,  bills  to  limit  interest  on  cer. 
Secretary’s  handling  of  Japanese  ric 


tc.  Senate  committee  ordered  reported 
O  problem.  House  passed  postal  pay 
of  Mo.  Agricultural  Stabilization  Com- 
trcduoed  and  discussed  bills  to  provide 
rcond  introduced,  and  Sen,  Thurmond  dis- 
loans  to  3$,  Rep.  Gathings  commended 
gotiatidijs. 


1. 


SENATE 

SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1955.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  4903,  and  acted  on  amendments  which  had  been 
reported  in  disagreement  (pp.  4079-8C,  4082-4).  The  Housdvconcurred  in  the 
Senate  amendment  regarding  the  wind  erosion  ^control  item.  For  other  items  01 
interest  to  thi^/Department,  see  Digest  64.  This  bill  will  ribw  be  sent  to  the 

President. 


2,  FOREIGN  AID./ Both  Houses  received  the  President's  message  recommencing 

tion  of  the  Mutual  Security  Program  under  an  International  Cooperat 
stration/in  the  State  Department;  to  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Commit 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  (H.  Doc.  144)  (pp*  40  ,  4  •+  )• 

3.  RECREATION.  Passed,  58-23,  with  amendments  S.  500,  to  authorize  the  Color? 
Ri/rer  storage  project  (pp.  4048-73). 


continua- 

Admini- 

and 


amendment  H.  J.  Res.  184,  to  designate  May  1,  1955, 


4, /LOYALTY  DAY.  Passed  without 


-2- 


as  Xo3ralty  Day  (pt  4^73) «  This  measure  will  now  he  sent  to  the  President, 


5*  TRADE  AGREEl'ENTS.  The  Finance  Committee  made  additional  tentative  deciripns 
regarding  various  provisions  of  H.  R*  1,  the  trade  agreements  hill  (p.,D3H)* 


6.  RICE  QUOTAS-  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without/amendment 
H.  R.  2839XS®  Reptr  213)  and  H.  R*  4356  (S»  Rept.  214),  and  with  amendments 
H.  R.  4647  (S»  Rept*  211),  to  amend  various  provisions  of  the  rice  marketing 
quota  laws  (p\403l). 


FORESTRY.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  wittf  amendments  S. 
1079,  to  authorize^  sale  of  isolated  or  protruding  tracts  of /national  forest 
land  (Sr  Rept.  207np.  4031)* 


8*  LIVESTOCK  LOANS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Commit tee/^eported  without  amend¬ 
ment  So  1372,  to  amend \he  act  of  April  6,  1949,  to  extend  the  period  for 
emergency  assistance  to  farmers  and  stockmen  (S.  RepV.  20S)(p„  4031)# 


9*  RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION.  The  Ygri culture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with 

amendment  S.  153,  to  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  so  as  to  eliminate  the 
requirement  that  not  more  thafv  10$  of  the  loans/may  be  made  in  any  one  State 
(S.  Rept »  209) (p.  4031).  \  ^  ' 


10.  SOIL  CONSERVATION;  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee 
reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  1573,  to  repeal  the  requirement  that  farmers 
must  comply  with  acreage  allotments  on  basic  crops  in  order  to  be  eligible  for 
ACP  payments  (S.  Rept.  210).  


11.  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS;  FARM  RELIEF.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  report¬ 
ed  with  amendments  S.  1628,  to  provide  relief  to  farmers  and  farmworkers 
suffering  crop  losses  or  loss  of/employment  because  of  damage  to  crops  caused 
by  drought,  flood,  hail,  frost  ./freeze,  wiri^,  insect  infestation,  plant  disease, 
or  other  natural  causes  (S.  Rept,  2C6)(p. 


40311)  • 


n  -  LAND  TRANSFER.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
S.  998,  to  authorize  conveyance  of  a  tract  of  Ah'S  land  to  Woodward,  Okla,  (S. 
Rept.  212  )(p.  4031)*  /  \  , 

The  Agriculture  aria  Forestry  Committee  orderech  reported  H.  J.  Res.  107,  to  4 
permit  Federal  release  of  reversionary  rights  in  certain  former  FHA  land  located 
at  Kdrn  County,  Calif,  (p.  D310). 
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*  TOBACCO*  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  ordered 'reported  S.  J.  Res.  60, 
directing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  a  study  an\  report  regarding 
hurley  tobacco.' marketing  controls  (p.  D310). 


14-.  AGRICULTUMI/STABILIZATION  COMMITTEE.  Received  a  Mo.  State  legislature  resolu¬ 
tion  requesting  the  USDA  to  investigate  the  activities  of  the  Mo.  State  ASC 
committed  in  the  dismissals  of  duly  elected  local  oommitteemen,  Vhe  suspension 
of  the  William  Young  McCaskill  and  Smith  Feed  Co.  as  certified  draught  feed 
etc.  (pp.  ij.029-30)* 


dealer 


ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Neuberger  spoke  in  favor  of  increased  appropriati ons  for 
thte  John  Day  Dam,  Co  lutubi  a  Rive,,  in«p>  nn  Orogoni  t»u  editorial  op  this 

mbject  (p.  I4O8O). 
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ELIGIBILITY  FOR  CONSERVATION  PAYMENTS 


April  20  (legislative  day,  April  18),  1955. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Humphrey,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  1573] 


The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (H.  R.  1573)  to  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  haying  considered  the  same,  report  thereon  with  a 
recommendation  that  it  do  pass  without  amendment. 

H.  R.  1573  would  eliminate  the  requirement  that  in  order  to  be 
eligible  to  receive  agricultural  conservation  payments  beginning  with 
the  1955  crop,  a  producer  must  comply  with  all  acreage  allotments 
for  corn,  wheat,  cotton,  tobacco,  rice,  and  peanuts.  The  objective  of 
the  present  law,  which  was  enacted  in  1954,  was  to  obtain  greater 
compliance  with  acreage  adjustment  programs.  Indications  are  that 
the  requirement  will  not  result  in  increased  compliance,  and  several 
bills  have  been  introduced  which  would  amend  or  repeal  the  applicable 
law,  which  is  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938. 
The  first  of  these  bills,  S.  139,  was  introduced  by  Senator  Clements 
on  January  6,  followed  by  S.  443  by  Senator  Mundt,  S.  494  by  Senator 
Carlson,  S.  517  by  Senator  Case  of  South  Dakota,  and  S.  532  by 
Senator  Young.  These  bills  and  H.  R.  1573  were  studied  by  a  sub¬ 
committee  which  has  submitted  a  favorable  report,  a  copy  of  which  is 
attached. 

Also  attached  as  a  part  of  this  report  are  two  reports  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  on  the  Senate  bills  and  the  report  of  the  House 
committee  on  Agriculture  on  H.  R.  1573. 

April  20,  1955. 

Report  of  Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

on  H.  R.  1573 

Your  subcommittee  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill  (H.  R.  1573)  to  repeal  sec¬ 
tion  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  having  considered  the  same, 
report  thereon  with  the  unanimous  recommendation  that  it  do  pass  without 
amendment. 
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This  bill  would  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 
which  was  extended  last  year  to  cover  all  basic  agricultural  commodities.  It  now 
appears  that  instead  of  improving  cbmpliance  with  acreage  allotments,  as  was 
intended,  section  348  is  resulting  in  reduced  participation  in  soil-conservation  pro¬ 
grams.  The  subcommittee  held  hearings  which  have  been  printed.  The  bill 
was  favored  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  National  Grange,  and  the 
National  Farmers  Union.  It  was  opposed  by  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federa¬ 
tion,  which,  however,  recognized  that  some  amendment  of  section  348  might  be 
desirable.  The  report  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  on  the  bill  and  the  report  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  on  similar 
Senate  bills  are  attached. 

Hubert  H.  Humphrey,  Chairman. 

W.  Kerr  Scott. 

Karl  E.  Mundt. 


Department  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  February  9,  1955. 

Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender:  This  is  in  partial  reply  to  your  letter  of  January 
19,  1955,  requesting  reports  on  certain  bills  relating  to  agriculture.  We  are  herein 
reporting  on  S.  494,  S.  517,  and  S.  532.  These  bills  are  identical  and  would  re¬ 
peal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended.  This 
section  which  was  amended  by  section  311  of  Public  Law  690,  83d  Congress,  pro¬ 
vides  that  any  person  who  knowingly  harvests  any  basic  agricultural  commodity 
on  his  farm,  which  has  been  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  in  excess  of  the 
farm  acreage  allotment,  shall  not  be  eligible  for  any  ACP  payment.  All  persons 
applying  for  any  ACP  payment  are  required  to  file  with  the  application,  a  state¬ 
ment.  of  facts  showing  eligibility  under  this  provision. 

The  Department  approves  of  this  proposed  legislation.  At  present  the  only 
ACP  payments  made  are  for  cost-sharing  with  respect  to  conservation  practices 
carried  out  on  farms,  and  these  payments  represent  only  a  share  of  the  cost  of 
performing  the  conservation  measure.  There  was  a  direct  relationship  between 
acreage  allotments  and  a  portion  of  the  payments  made  under  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  prior  to  1944,  but  it  no  longer  exists.  Also, 
the  present  average  ACP  amount  of  cost-sharing  of  less  than  $100  is  not  large 
enough  to  be  a  strong  incentive  for  farmers  to  comply  with  acreage  allotments. 

The  principal  effect  of  this  restriction  on  ACP  assistance  will  be  to  discourage 
conservation  on  family-type  farms.  Since  it  is  expected  that  most  farmers  will 
comply  with  marketing  quota  provisions,  the  eligibility  requirement  of  section 
348  will  affect  principally  farmers  with  corn  allotments  and  farmers  with  less  than 
15-acre  wheat  allotments.  Under  marketing  quota  requirements  a  farmer  with 
a  wheat  allotment  less  than  15  acres  is  permitted  to  grow  and  harvest  15  acres  of 
wheat  without  incurring  a  marketing  quota  penalty.  This  exemption,  however, 
does  not  apply  to  the  ACP  eligibility  requirement  of  section  348. 

Based  on  past  experience  it  is  estimated  that  there  will  be  about  750,000  farms 
with  a  1955  wheat  acreage  allotment  of  less  than  15  acres.  A  high  percentage  of 
these  farms  is  expected  to  take  advantage  of  the  15-acre  limit  and  thereby  become 
ineligible  for  1955  ACP  assistance.  It  is  estimated  that  there  will  be  1,600.000 
farms  with  a  1955  corn  allotment.  Based  on  the  compliance  obtained  in  1954 
it  is  likely  that  up  to  60  percent,  or  almost  1  million  farms,  will  have  excess  corn 
acreage  in  1955  which  would  make  them  ineligible  for  1955  ACP  payments.  Even 
though  some  farms  with  small  wheat  allotments  also  grow  corn  and  would  be 
included  in  both  of  the  foregoing  estimates,  it  is  likely  that  substantially  more 
than  1  million  farms  would  not  be  eligible  for  ACP  payments,  due  to  the  provisions 
of  section  348. 

Elimination  of  this  entire  requirement  of  eligibility  is  desirable.  Its  repeal 
would  not  require  additional  appropriations. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission 
of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 


True  D.  Morse, 

Under  Secretary 
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Department  op  Agriculture, 

TT  _  _  Washington,  D.  C.,  March  10,  1955. 

Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairmah,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

Unilee  States  Senate. 


Dear  Senator  Ellender:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  of  January  12,  1955. 
for  a  report  on  S.  139,  a  bill  to  repeal  the  amendments  to  sections  348  and  374  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  which  were  made  by  section  311  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  August  28,  1954  (Public  Law  690,  83d  Cong.). 

With  respect  to  the  effect  of  this  bill  on  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  this  Department  recommends  that  the  entire  section  348  be 
repealed.  T1  e  proposed  bill  would  repeal  only  that  part  of  the  section  which  was 
added  by  Public  Law  690,  83d  Congress.  If  S.  139  is  enacted,  the  provision  that 
a  person  comply  with  his  cotton  acreage  allotment  would  remain  in  effect.  It  is 
the  view  of  this  Department  that  ACP’s  eligibility  should  not  be  conditioned  on 
compliance  with  any  of  the  acreage  allotments.  The  principal  effect  of  such 
restrictions  is  to  discourage  the  carrying  out  of  needed  conservation  work.  This 
Department  therefore  favors  the  elimination  of  the  entire  eligibility  requirement 
imposed  by  section  348  rather  than  elimination  of  the  requirement  for  only  a  part 
of  the  crops  with  acreage  allotments.  More  details  of  our  recommendation  are 
contained  in  our  report  to  you  with  respect  to  S.  494,  S.  517,  and  S.  532. 

The  Department  recommends  against  the  provision  of  S.  139  which  would 
repeal  the  1954  amendment  to  section  374  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938.  That  amendment  directed  the  Secretary  to  provide  a  method  by  which  a 
farmer  who  overplants  any  basic  crop  allotment  may  adjust  the  planted  acreage 
to  the  farm  acreage  allotment.  S.  139  would  restore,  in  place  of  this  provision, 
the  last  sentence  of  section  374  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  which  was  similarly  worded  except  that  it  applied  only  to  cotton. 

Since  the  passage  of  Public  Law  690,  farmers  have  been  expecting  to  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  adjust  tneir  planted  acreage  to  come  within  the  allotment  on  each  basic 
crop  if  they  so  desired.  To  change  at  this  time,  with  respect  to  the  1955  crop, 
would  lead  to  much  dissatisfaction,  misunderstanding,  and  administrative 
difficulty  in  connection  with  some  crops,  particularly  corn  and  rice. 

The  Department  believes  that  the  provision  for  adjusting  the  planted  acreage 
to  the  allotment  should  be  applicable  equally  to  all  the  basic  commodities.  In  our 
opinion  the  provision  in  the  present  law  should  be  retained. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission 
of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Earl  L.  Butz, 
Acting  Secretary. 


[H.  Kept.  No.  67,  84tli  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill  (H.  R.  1573) 
to  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  having  considered 
the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recommend  that  the 
bill  do  pass. 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended  by  section  311  of  the  so-called  Agricultural  Act  of  1954. 
The  present  language  of  this  section  prohibits  the  making  of  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  payments  to  any  farmer  who  “knowingly  harvests”  any  basic  com¬ 
modity  in  excess  of  his  acreage  allotment. 

Prior  to  1954,  section  348  of  the  1938  act  had  applied  only  to  cotton  and  had 
declared  ineligible  for  ACP  payments  any  cotton  farmer  who  “knowingly  over- 
planted”  his  allotment.  Since  there  are  no  acreage  allotments  on  cotton  except 
when  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect,  and  since  the  quota  provisions  themselves 
are  an  effective  deterrent  to  overplanting,  the  provision  was  largely  unnoticed 
and  seldom  used. 

The  section  applying  this  principle  to  all  basic  commodities  was  put  into  the 
1954  act  in  conference.  There  was  no  comparable  provision  in  the  House  bill. 
Its  adoption  by  the  conferees,  and  subsequently  by  both  Houses,  brought  about 
some  entirely  new,  and  to  some  extent  unexpected,  difficulties  and  conflicts. 

In  order  to  conform  to  existing  law  relating  to  several  basic  commodities,  the 
section  had  to  be  made  to  apply  to  “acres  harvested,”  instead  of  “acres  planted.” 
Several  of  the  allotment  and  quota  provisions  relating  to  basic  commodities 
specifically  contemplate  the  planting  of  acreage  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage 
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allotment  if  the  excess  acres  are  not  harvested  in  the  usual  manner  hut  are  used  for 
hay,  forage,  or  similiar  purposes. 

Apparently,  however,  changing  the  application  to  “harvested  acres”  has  not 
eliminated  the  difficulties  but  has,  instead,  multiplied  the  conflicts  and  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  administration. 

For  one  thing,  strict  interpretation  of  the  provisions  of  the  section  would 
seriously  retard  the  agricultural  conservation  program.  This  program  for  any 
particular  year  is  usually  planned  almost  a  year  in  advance  and  is  authorized 
by  Congress  on  that  basis.  The  practices  which  will  be  approved  for  payment 
are  normally  determined  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the  calendar  year  and  soon 
after  the  beginning  of  the  year  farmers  are  invited  to  sign  up  for  the  program  and 
begin  to  carry  out  the  practices.  Normally,  they  are  eligible  for  payment  for 
these  practices  as  soon  as  they  have  been  carried  out  or  as  soon  as  the  materials 
have  been  purchased,  and  ordinarily  all  payments  have  been  made  by  the  end 
of  the  fiscal  year  on  June  30. 

If,  in  strict  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  section,  a  farmer  must  wait  until 
he  can  certify  that  he  has  not  harvested  a  crop  in  excess  of  his  allotment,  payment 
can  frequently  not  be  made  until  the  following  year,  because  in  some  areas  some 
crops  are  still  being  harvested  at  the  year’s  end. 

Section  348,  as  amended,  which  would  be  repealed  by  this  bill,  is  in  direct 
conflict  with  the  spirit  of  several  provisions  of  the  acreage-allotment  and  market¬ 
ing-quota  laws,  and  with  at  least  two  other  provisions  of  the  1954  act  itself. 

The  wheat-marketing-quota  law  provides,  for  example,  that  any  farmer 
(whether  he  has  a  wheat  allotment  or  not)  may  plant  and  market  up  to  15  acres 
of  wheat  without  becoming  subject  to  the  marketing-quota  provisions.  It  is  the 
clear  intent  of  this  provision  of  law  to  permit  farmers  in  areas  where  wheat  is  not 
a  major  commercial  crop  to  plant  a  small  acreage  as  a  nurse  crop  or  cover  crop, 
or  for  feed  on  the  farm,  without  penalty.  Section  348,  as  amended,  however, 
would  penalize  them  by  denying  them  any  benefit  from  the  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  unless  they  did  comply  with  acreage  allotments. 

Section  309  (b)  of  the  1954  act  exempts  from  the  wheat-marketing-quota  law 
wheat  produced  in  any  State  where  the  acreage  allotment  for  the  marketing  year 
is  25,000  acres  or  less.  The  purpose  of  this  provision  is  to  liberalize  the  marketing 
quota  law  so  as  to  eliminate  useless  administrative  action  and  to  permit  growers 
in  the  noncommercial  areas  (most  of  whom  produce  only  for  use  on  the  farm  and 
send  no  wheat  whatever  into  commercial  channels)  to  produce  wheat  without 
regard  to  marketing  quotas.  Section  348,  however,  would  require  administrative 
action  such  as  this  provision  seeks  to  eliminate  and  make  the  control  law  stricter, 
instead  of  more  liberal. 

Section  304  of  the  1954  act  repealed  the  authority  for  marketing  quotas  on 
corn,  permitting  the  growing  of  corn  in  excess  of  acreage  allotments  with  no 
penalty  other  than  the  loss  of  eligibility  for  price  support.  Section  348,  however, 
would  add  a  new  penalty — loss  of  ACP  payments. 

In  addition,  the  committee  believes  that  this  short  experience  with  section  348 
of  the  1938  act,  as  amended,  has  demonstrated  quite  clearly  that  it  is  wrong  in 
principle.  Programs  designed  to  stabilize  the  price  and  the  supply  of  specific 
agricultural  commodities  are  and  should  be  kept  entirely  separate  from  those 
programs  which  have  as  their  objective  the  preservation  and  improvement  of  our 
soil  and  water  resources. 

The  marketing  quota  penalties  and  the  loss  of  price  supports  in  the  case  of 
acreage  allotments  have  proved  sufficient  deterrents  to  overproduction  of  those 
commodities  which  are  accorded  price  support  in  return  for  this  measure  of  pro¬ 
duction  control  by  farmers.  Conservation  programs  are  designed  for  the  long- 
range  benefit  of  the  Nation  as  a  whole.  The  carrying  out  of  proper  conservation 
measures  may  actually,  in  many  instances,  be  unprofitable  to  the  farmer  who  is 
working  the  land.  The  objectives  of  this  program  are  entirely  separate  and 
different  from  the  objectives  of  our  price-support  programs  and  should  be  kept  so. 

A  large  number  of  similar  bills  were  considered  by  the  committee  in  its  hearings 
on  this  matter.  The  bills  included: 

H.  R.  32,  Mr.  Berry 
H.  R.  461,  Mr.  Lovre 
H.  R.  1776,  Mr.  Christopher 
H.  R.  1832,  Mr.  Polk 
H.  R.  1859,  Mr.  Wilson 
H.  R.  2412,  Mr.  Jones 
H.  R.  2415,  Mr.  Laird 
H.  R.  2540,  Mr.  Albert 

• 


H.  R.  2544,  Mr.  Avery 
H.  R.  3130,  Mr.  Mouider 
II .  R.  3240,  Mr.  Abbitt 
H.  R.  3312,  Mr.  George 
H.  R.  3438,  Mr.  Johnson 
H.  R.  3464,  Mr.  Quigley 
H.  R.  3781,  Mrs.  Knutson 
H.  R.  4059,  Mr.  Deane 
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No  witnesses  appeared  at  the  hearing  in  opposition  to  the  bill.  Because  of 
time  limitations,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  was  not  asked  to  submit  a  formal 
report  but  a  representative  of  the  Department  testified  at  the  hearing  in  support 
•of  the  bills. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted 
is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  Amended 

[Sec.  348.  (a)  Any  person  who  knowingly  harvests  any  basic  agricultural 
commodity  on  his  farm  which  has  been  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  in 
excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  commodity  for  the  farm  for  such 
year  under  this  title  shall  not  be  eligible  for  any  payment  for  such  year  under 
the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended. 

[(b)  Persons  applying  for  any  payment  of  money  under  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  shall  file  with  the  application  a  state¬ 
ment  of  facts  showing  eligibility  under  this  section.] 


84th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  218 

H.  R.  1573 

[Report  No.  210] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

March  4, 1955 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

April  20  (legislative  day,  April  18),  1955 
Reported  by  Mr.  Humphrey,  without  amendment 


AN  ACT 

To  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

1938. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  lives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

4  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  repealed,  effective  with  respect 

5  to  1955  and  subsequent  crops. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  March  2,  1955. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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Issued 
For  actions  of 


Acreage  \1  lot  ment  a 

1*4,10,17,18 
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Pro  perty  *1+1+ 

Reclamation.  • .  *  *4  *  ,15,33  A3 
Records ........ *38 

Rice. ....... .4 . . . 1+ 


Lands,  public . 25  Roads . . 28,1+5 

transfer, , „  *3,5,28  Soil  conservation. ...... .10 
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Livestock  and  meat«0.....2  Surplus  Commodities . » .31 ,1+2 

Loans,  farm. ,2, 22,39  Territories  and 
Marketing ,..........,,,*37  possessions » ....... .25,28 
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Organization,  ToKacoo . . . . . 6 
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Senate  passed  bills  to  Provide  for/reapportionment  of  surrendered  rice 
},  divide  joint  rice  allotments  on  basis  of  acreage,  increase  rice  allot- 
authorize  additional  acreage  augments'  for  freeze  areas,  etc.,  continue 
livestock-loans  authority,  authorize  saleVof/small  forest  tracts.  Senate  made  USDA 
appropriation  bill  its  unfinished  business aK  Senate  committee  reported  measure  for 
USDA  study  of  tobacoo  quotas.  Both  Houses  revived  Hoover  Commission  report  on  food 
and  clothing.  Several  Representatives  criticized  increased  interest  rate  In  disaster 
loar?i  and  decline  in  farm  prices.  Seni  HumphreyNurged  conservation  acreag^  reserve. 
Sen,  Humphrey.  urgpd  land-reform  support  and  referred  to  Ladejinsky. 


SENATE 

1.  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS.  Passed  as  reported  S*  1628,  to  autlXrize  the  Department, 
until  June  1,  1958,  to  make  available  additional  acreage Allotments  to  farmers 
whose  crops  are  destroyed  or  severely  damaged  by  freeze,  draught,  or  other 
natural  cause  (pp.  4/40,  4242-3). 


Massed  without  amendment  S»  1372,  to  extend  foi 


2.  LIVESTOCK  LOANS. 

years  the  authority  of  the  Department  to  provide  emergency  assist 
and  stockmen  under  the  act  of  April  6,  1949  (pp*  424C-2)* 

3*  FORESTRY. 


two  additional 
ce  to  farmers 


issed  with  amendment  S.  1079,  which,  as  amended,  provides  "That  the 
Agriculture  is  authorized  to  sell  at  not  less  than  the  appiXised 
value,  and  under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  appropriate,  lands  \n  the 
national  forests  which  are  isolated  parcels  or  narrow  projecting  strips,  wheta  he 
finds/ such  lands  suitable  for  private  ownership  and  better  adapted  to  commerc: 
agricultural,  residential,  or  other  private  purposes  than  to  national  forest 
purposes"  (pp.  4240,  4244-5). 


-2- 


8, 


9. 


ft) 


'CE  ALLOTMENTS,  Passed  without  amendment  H*  R«  2839,  providing  for  reapportioi 
nt  of  rice  acreage  allotments  voluntarily  surrendered  to  county  committees^ 
(p,\4241).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President, 

sed  without  amendment  H.  R.  4356,  to  provide  that  Joint  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  >*f  rice  be  divided  on  the  basis  of  acreage  planted  by  each  participant 
insteadxsf  on  the  basis  of  each  participant’s  share  of  the  crop  (p.  4* 

This  bilTVill  now  be  sent  to  the  President, 

PassedN^s  reported  H.  R.  4647,  which  would  increase  each  1955/State  rice 
acreage  allotment  by  2%}  provide  each  State  with  a  1955  rice  allotment  at 
least  equal  toNfts  1950  allotment,  provide  each  county  whose  b^se  acreage  for 
1955  exceeded  by^at  least  2%  its  base  acreage  for  1950  with  a/1955  rice  allot¬ 
ment  at  least  equal  to  its  1950  allotment,  and  increase  eaqn  State  reserve  for 
new  producers  and  new  farms  to  a  minimum  of  500  acres  (pn/  4241#  4243-4) •  As 
passed  by  the  House,  tiie  bill  would  have  increased  rice/allotments  by  5$. 


5,  LAND  TRANSFERS,  Passed  wiiJiout  amendment  S,  998,  directing  the  Department  to 
sell  a  tract  of  ARS  land  to  ViToodward,  Okla,,  for  50^  of  its  value  (p.  4241)* 
The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H«  J. 
Res,  107,  to  permit  Federal  release  of  reversionary  rights  to  certain  former 
FHA  land  to  the  Vineland  SchoolNDistrict,  Kern  County,  Calif.  (S,  Rept,  223) 
(p.  4215) c, 


6,  TOBACCO.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S» 

J.  Res,  60,  directing  the  Secretary  cdK^griculture,  not  later  than  July  1,  1955, 
to  submit  to  Congress  a  report  on  the  feasibility,  cost,  etc.,  of  various  types 
of  bur  ley  tobacco  controls  (S,  Rept,  224)%),  4215). 


7. 


PERSONNEL,  The  Post  Office  and/Civil  ServiceN€ommittee  reported  without  amend¬ 
ment  S.  1C94,  to  remove  the  limitation  on  the  amount  of  appropriations  which 
may  be  used  by  Federal  agendles  for  uniform  allowances  (S.  Rept.  222) (p.  4215) 


Agreed  to,  as  reported,  S.  Res.  33,  to  direcbythe  Committee  to  investigate 


ril-service  system  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  and 
ies  (p,  4232  )e 


ide  the  unfinished 
fhich  he  intends  to 


administration  of  the 
other  Government  a gen. 

AGRICULTURAL  APPROBATION  BILL  FCR  1956,  H.  R.  5239,  was' 
business  (p,  4239)*  Sen,  Williams  submitted  an  amendment 
propose  to  this'Dill  (p«  4225). 

REORGANIZATION!  MANAGEITSNT .  The  Government  Operations  Committed\reported  without 
amendment/S.  1763,  to  continue  the  Hoover  Commission  from  May  31%hrough  June 
30,  1935,  for  liquidation  purposes  (S.  Rept.  2l7)(p,  4215) _ 

Received  the  annual  report  of  the  Government  Operations  Committee  on  its 
investigations  (s.  Reptc  231) (p.  4216). 

/  Eoth  Houses  received  the  Hoover  Commission  report  on  "food  and  clothing  in 
■the  Government'’  (H*  Doc.  146);  to  Government  Operations  Committees  (pp,  4^04, 

"4207).  This  report  will  not  be  available  from  the  Legislative  Reporting  Su^ff 
except  for  an  emergency  needo  Pursuant  to  a  special  arrangement,  each  agency  cr 
the  Department  is  ordering  its  own  supply  of  the  report  directly  from  GPO 


10.  SOIL  CONSERVATION;  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS.  Discussed  and,  at  the  request  of  Sen. 

Bible,  passed  over  H.  R.  1573,  to  repeal; the' provision- prohibiting  AGP  payments 
to  persons  who  do  not  adhere  to  acreage  allotments  on  basic  crops.  Sen.  John¬ 
son  indicated  that  this  bill  will  soon  be  brought  up  for  separate  considera¬ 
tion,  and  Sen,  Holland  said  he  had  no  objection  to  such  procedure  but  did  not 
believe  the  bill  should  be  considered  on  the  calendar,  (pp,  4241,  4244.) 


)55 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


4241 


of  supplementary  advances  on  loans  at 
the  time  the  extended  period  expires. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Would  it  be 
agreeablb  to  the  minority  calendar  com¬ 
mittee  if  at  the  conclusion  of  the  calen¬ 
dar  call  tm§  bill  be  considered  by  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  HRUSK^.  I  have  no  objection  to 
that. 

Mr.  PURTELL.V I  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  ELLENDERAI  do  not  believe  that 
there  will  be  any  objection  to  placing 
in  the  bill  a  time  limnation  of  the  kind 
the  Senator  from  Neb^ska  has  refer¬ 
ence  to. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  A  2-y&ar  limitation 
would  be  agreeable  to  us. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  ask  \nanimous 
consent,  Mr.  President,  that  tW  bill  be 
placed  at  the  foot  of  the  calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  l\  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  that  the  bill  be  place\at 
the  foot  of  the  calendar? 

Mr.  PURTELL.  We  have  no  objection^ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  bill  will  be  placed  at  the 
foot  of  the  calendar. 


21  west,  Indian  meridian,  and  including  an 
area  of  0.940  acre  more  or  less. 

Sec.  2.  The  conveyance  authorized  by  this 
act  shall  be  made  subject  to  (a)  the  condi¬ 
tion  that  the  city  of  Woodward,  Okla.,  pay 
into  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States,  in 
return  for  the  land  conveyed,  an  amount 
equal  to  50  percent  of  the  fair  market 
value  of  such  land  to  be  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  after  appraisal  of 
such  land,  and  (b)  such  other  conditions, 
limitations,  or  reservations  as  the  Secretary 
may  deem  necessary  to  protect  the  interests 
of  the  United  States. 


AMENDMENT  OF  RICE  QUOTA  MAR¬ 
KETING  PROVISIONS 

The  bill  (H.  R.  2839)  to  amend  the  rice 
marketing  quota  provisions  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  was  considered,  ordered  to  a 
third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 


AMENDMENT  OF  RICE  MARKET¬ 
ING  QUOTA  PROVISIONS— BILL 

PLACED  AT  FOOT  OF  CALENDAR 

The  bill  (H.  R.  4647)  to  amend  the 
rice  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  was  announced  as  next  in 
order. 

Mr.  PURTELL.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  this  bill  involves  a  new  policy,  and 
therefore  I  object  to  the  bill  being  con¬ 
sidered  at  this  time.  I  believe  it  should 
be  debated  on  the  floor. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Would  it  be 
agreeable  to  the  Senator  if  I  moved  to 
take  it  up  at  the  conclusion  of  the  call 
of  the  calendar? 

Mr.  PURTELL.  I  would  have  no  ob¬ 
jection. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
bill  be  placed  at  the  foot  of  the  calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

CONVEYANCE  OF  CERTAIN  LAND^IN 

OKLAHOMA  TO  THE  CITy  OF 

WOODWARD,  OKLA. 

The  bill  (S.  998)  to  authorizif  the  con¬ 
veyance  of  a  certain  tract  omand  in  the 
State  of  Oklahoma  to  the  orty  of  Wood 
ward,  Okla.,  was  considered,  ordered  to 
be  engrossed  for  a  thivd  reading,  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  iat  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
convey  by  quitclaim  deed  to  the  city  of 
Woodward,  Okla.yWl  of  the  right,  title,  and 
interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to  the 
following-descrmed  land  situated  in  Wood¬ 
ward  Counter  Okla. : 

Beginnings  it  a  point  66.0  feet  south  and 
283.0  feet/west  of  the  northeast  corner  of 
the  nortHwest  quarter  of  section  35,  town¬ 
ship  2^iorth,  range  21  west,  Indian  merid¬ 
ian,  amd  running  thence  south  273.0  feet 
therce  west  150.0  feet,  thence  north  273. C 
feaL,  thence  east  150.0  feet  to  the  point  of 
beginning,  all  lying  in  the  northwest  quar-  ( 
ter  of  section  35,  township  23  north,  rangefe 


RICE  ALLOTMENT  HISTORY 

The  bill  (H.  R.  4356)  to  amend  the 
?ricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  193J . 
wfth  respect  to  rice  allotment  histoi'y 
wassconsidered,  ordered  to  a  third  read¬ 
ing,  read  the  third  time,  and  passe 


AMENDMENT  OF  RURAL  ELECTRI¬ 
FICATION  ACT  OF  /936— BILL 
PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (sNu>3)  to  anrfend  the  Rural 
Electrification  Vet  of/ 1936  was  an¬ 
nounced  as  next  i\  order. 

Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr^/resident,  I  ask  that 
the  bill  be  passed 

The  PRESIDING  GK^ICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  ^fer. 

+  '■ 

REPEAL  OF  SECTION  348  OF  THE 
AGRICULTURAL  ADJUSTMENT 
ACT  OF  1938— BILL  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (H.  R.  1573)  to  repeal  section 
348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938  was  announced  as  next  in  order 
Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  that 
the  bill  be  passed  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bil 
will  be  passed  over. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  after  the  call  of 
the  calendar,  H.  R.  1573  be  considered 
by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
and  several  other  Senators  are  very 
much  interested  in  this  proposed  legis¬ 
lation,  but  we  are  not  in  position  to  de 
bate  it  today.  I  gave  Senators  assurance 
that  if  it  were  objected  to  today  on  the 
call  of  the  calendar  it  would  be  taken  up 
at  an  early  date. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  if  it  is  to  be  passed,  it 
will  have  to  be  passed  within  the  next 
few  days  in  order  to  relieve  the  situation 
of  the  farmers. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  assure  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  that  I  shall 
be  glad  to  talk  to  him  about  a  convenient 
date  when  the  measure  can  be  considered 
by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Texas, 


OPERATION  OF  GOVERNMENT 
SMELTERS  AT  TEXAS  CITY, 

The  concurrent  resolution  (S./Con. 
Res.  26)  providing  for  the  continued 
operation  of  the  Government  tin  smelters 
at  Texas  City,  Tex.,  was  considered  and 
agreed  to,  as  follows: 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (/he  House  of 
Representatives  concurring) /  That  it  is  the 
sense  of  Congress  that,  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  and  authority  of  Bublic  Law  125,  80th 
Congress,  as  amended,  ,the  Government  tin 
smelter  at  Texas  City;  Tex.,  shall  be  con¬ 
tinued  in  operation  ;dhtil  June  30,  1956,  and 
so  long  thereafter  as  may  be  hereafter  auth¬ 
orized  by  the  Congress. 

Sec.  2.  The  President  is  hereby  requested 
to  have  conducted  a  study  and  investigation 
for  the  purpose  of  recommending  the  most 
feasible  methods  of  maintaining  a  perma¬ 
nent  domestic  tin-smelting  industry  in  the 
United  States;  and,  in  connection  with  such 
study  and  investigation,  the  Federal  Facil¬ 
ities  ^Corporation,  or  any  other  designee  of 
the/President,  is  requested  to  show  the  plant 
aptl  facilities  to  any  interested  persons  and 
provide  them  with  all  necessary  and  appro¬ 
priate  information  within  the  limits  of  secu¬ 
rity  considerations  upon  which  to  base  ap¬ 
praisals  and  to  formulate  proposals  to  the 
Government  for  the  future  operation  of  the 
smelter  by  the  Government  or  under  private 
lease  or  ownership  arrangements. 

Sec.  3.  The  President  is  requested  to  report 
to  the  Congress  prior  to  March  31,  1956,  the 
findings  of  this  study  and  his  recommenda¬ 
tions  with  respect  to  the  future  operation 
of  the  tin  smelter. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  insert 
in  the  body  of  the  Record  a  brief  state¬ 
ment  prepared  by  me  concerning  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  26. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  bt  Senator  Johnson  of  Texas 

I  strongly  urge  passage  of  Senate  Concur¬ 
rent  Resolution  26. 

This  resolution  proposes  to  continue  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  Government  tin  smelter  at 
Texas  City,  Tex.,  until  June  30,  1956,  and 
thereafter  as  authorized  by  Congress. 

The  resolution  also  requests  the  executive 
branch  to  conduct  a  study  in  order  to  be 
prepared  to  present  to  the  Congress  recom¬ 
mendations  regarding  the  most  feasible 
Srnethods  of  maintaining  a  permanent  do- 
iVstic  tin-smelting  industry  in  the  United 
Su^es — whether  under  Government  owner- 
shi]V>r  private  ownership. 

UnNess  this  resolution  is  enacted,  opera¬ 
tion  op^he  tin  smelter  will  end  on  June  30 
of  this  jear.  This,  I  am  convinced,  would 
be  contrEOw  to  our  national  interests. 

The  United  States  is  in  this  position:  It  is 
the  largest  single  consumer  of  tin  in  the 
world;  it  must  depend  on  foreign  sources 
for  virtually  it.?\entire  supply  of  tin. 

There  is  only  obe  tin  smelter  in  the  West¬ 
ern  Hemisphere— \hat  in  Texas.  There  is 
only  one  principal  Source  of  tin  ore  in  the 
Western  Hemisphere-ABolivia. 

These  two  facts  areVf  great  significance, 
taken  in  conjunction  wiVh  each  other. 

For  the  sake  of  our  national  security;  as 
an  aid  to  maintaining  the\ree  economy  of 
the  nation  of  Bolivia;  and  tetoessen  the  risk 
of  our  being  subjected  to  pride  gouging  by 
those  controlling  foreign  tin  supplies,  con¬ 
tinued  operation  of  the  North  American  tin 
smelter  using  South  American  tin\re  is  es¬ 
sential.  \ 

I  urge  that  the  Senate  adopt  the  resolu¬ 
tion  approved  by  the  Committees  on  AAmed 
Services  and  Banking  and  Currency.  \ 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That 
completeVthe  regular  call  of  the  calen¬ 
dar.  Thebill  passed  to  the  foot  of  the 
calendar  wilkbe  stated, 


EMERGENC 

FARMERS 


ASSISTANCE  TO 
ID  STOCKMEN 


The  bill  (S.  1372)>±o  amend  the  act  of 
April  6,  1949,  to  extend  the  period  for 
emergency  assistanceXto  farmers  and 
and  stockmen  was  announced  as  next 
in  order. 

Mr.  POTTER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
some  remarks  to  make  which  are  not 
related  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  IVtjs  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  the  Senator  fromVMich- 
igan  if  he  will  withhold  his  remarks. 
There  are  only  two  more  bills  remaining 
on  the  calendar. 

Mr.  POTTER.  Mr.  President,  I  sha" 
be  happy  to  do  so. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mi*.  President,  with 
reference  to  Senate  bill  1372  there  is  in 
course  of  preparation  language  which 
will  permit  of  the  imposition  of  a  time 
limitation  with  reference  to  supplemen¬ 
tary  loans. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  consideration  of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (S.  1372) 
to  amend  the  act  of  April  6,  1949,  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  period  for  emergency  assistance 
to  farmers  and  stockmen. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  of¬ 
fer  the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the 
desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  1, 
line  10,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the 
first  period  and  insert  a  comma,  and  the 
following:  “but  no  such  loans  shall  be 
made  in  any  event  after  July  14,  1959.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  section  2  (c)  of 
the  act  of  April  6,  1949,  as  amended,  is  fur¬ 
ther  amended  by  striking  the  word  “two” 
from  the  first  sentence  of  said  subsection 
and  inserting  the  word  “four”  and  by  adding 
after  the  first  sentence  of  the  said  subsection 
the  following  new  sentence:  “After  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  period  specified  herein,  such 
loans  may  be  made  only  for  supplementary 
advances  to  producers  indebted  for  loans 
made  under  this  subsection,  but  no  such 
loans  shall  be  made  in  any  event  after  July 
14,  1959.” 


RELIEF  FOR  FARMERS  AND  FARM 
WORKERS 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
unfinished  business  be  temporarily  laid 
aside,  and  that  the  Senate  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  order  No.  210,  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  1628,  to  provide  relief  for  farm¬ 
ers  and  farm  workers  suffering  crop 
losses  or  loss  of  employment  because  of 
damage  to  crops  caused  by  drought, 
flood,  hail,  frost,  freeze,  wind,  insect  in¬ 
festation,  plant  disease,  or  other  natural 
causes. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (S.  1628) 


which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  with 
amendments. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  committee  amendments 
have  been  agreed  to.  The  bill  vests  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  with  power  to 
proceed  in  cases  of  disaster  such  as  are 
outlined  in  the  bill.  There  is  nothing 
compulsory  on  the  Secretary.  Being 
wholly  a  discretionary  measure,  I  hope 
there  will  be  no  objection  to  it. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  this  bill  would  provide  re¬ 
lief  to  producers  in  areas  suffering  natu¬ 
ral  disasters  by  permitting  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  allot  them  addi¬ 
tional  acreage  for  the  production  of 
commodities  subject  to  production  con¬ 
trols.  The  disaster  which  gave  rise  to 
this  bill  was  the  freeze  which  occurred 
in  many  States  in  late  March.  Pro¬ 
ducers,  farm  workers,  and  others  in  these 
ireas  will  suffer  severe  hardship  if  sub- 
titute  crops  cannot  be  planted.  In 
mSmy  cases  the  planting  of  substitute 
crops  is  prevented  by  acreage  allotments, 
and  this  bill  would  provide  a  measure  of 
relief  rn  those  cases. 

The  \ommittee  amendments,  first, 
make  it  entirely  discretionary  with  the 
Secretary  as  to  the  amount  of  relief,  if 
any,  to  be  accorded  to  any  and  all  pro¬ 
ducers;  and,  second,  strike  out  a  pro¬ 
vision  requiringvadditional  allotments  to 
provide  all  farmers  with  a  livelihood. 

The  additional  acreage  allotted  under 
the  bill  for  any  cropTor  any  year  would 
be  limited  to  the  smaller  of  first,  500,000 
acres  or  second,  3  percent  of  the  na¬ 
tional  allotment  for  suclXcnop. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  yield? 
►-Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  Sout\  Carolina. 
I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  May  I  ask  the^Senator 
from  South  Carolina  if  the  bill  >as  re¬ 
ported  from  the  committee  is  agreeable 
to  him. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Caroli? 

All  of  the  amendments  have  bee? 
adopted,  and  the  matter  is  left  discre-'1 
tionary  with  the  Secretary. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  is  discretionary,  not 
mandatory.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
That  is  correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment,  the  question 
is  on  the  engrossment  and  third  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  (S.  1628)  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc. — 

CONGRESSIONAL  FINDINGS 

Section  1.  The  Congress  hereby  finds  (1) 
that  crop  losses  due  to  drought,  flood,  hail, 
frost,  freeze,  wind,  Insect  infestation,  plant 
disease,  or  other  natural  causes  result  in 
severe  hardship,  suffering,  and  economic  loss, 
not  only  in  the  case  of  operators  of  farms  but 
in  the  case  of  their  tenants  and  employees 
as  well;  (2)  that,  by  reason  of  acreage  limita¬ 
tions  or  other  production  controls,  farmers 
suffering  such  losses  are  often  prevented 
from  planting  other  crops  to  replace  those 
lost  or  damaged:  (3)  that  as  a  result  thereof 
agricultural  workers  and  other  persons  de¬ 
pendent  on  such  crops  for  a  livelihood  are 
forced  to  seek  other  employment  thus  caus¬ 


ing  dislocation  of  populations  and  other 
trends  which  tend  to  unbalance  existing 
ratios  between  rural  and  urban  populations: 
(4)  that  the  economies  of  the  areas  affected 
are  thereby  disrupted  and  the  economy  of 
the  entire  Nation  adversely  affected. 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSES 

Sec.  2.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  act  to 
alleviate  hardship,  suffering,  and  economic 
losses  resulting  from  disastrous  loss  or 
damage  to  agricultural  crops  due  to  nat¬ 
ural  causes,  and  to  prevent  serious  dis¬ 
location  of  populations,  and  other  adverse 
effects  on  the  economies  of  the  areas  affected 
and  the  Nation,  by  making  possible  the 
planting  of  additional  acreage  of  other  crops 
which  will  in  part  replace  those  destroyed 
or  damaged  and  thus  provide  a  livelihood  for 
farm  operators  and  workers  who  would  other¬ 
wise  be  forced  to  seek  other  means  of  sup¬ 
port  for  themselves  and  their  families. 

INCREASE  IN  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Whenever  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  determines — 

(1)  that  in  any  area  any  agricultural  crop 
which  is  important  to  the  economy  of  such 
area  has  been  destroyed  or  severely  damaged 
by  drought,  flood,  hail,  frost,  freeze,  wind, 
insect  infestation,  plant  disease,  or  other 
natural  cause;  and 

(2)  that,  except  for  acreage  limitations 
or  other  production  controls,  other  crops 
could  be  planted  to  replace  or  supplement 
the  crop  destroyed,  or  damaged,  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  upon  application  by  the  operator  of  any 
farm  within  such  area,  may  cause  to  be 
allotted  to  such  farm  additional  acreage  for 
the  planting  of  any  such  crop  in  such 
amount  as  the  Secretary  determines  to  be 
advisable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
act. 

(b)  The  aggregate  of  the  additional 
acreage  allotted  for  any  crop  year  under 
this  section  for  the  planting  of  any  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity  shall  not  exceed  (1) 
500,000  acres,  or  (2)  3  percent  of  the  national 
acreage  allotment  for  such  commodity  for 
such  year,  whichever  is  smaller. 

ADDITIONAL  ACREAGE  NOT  TO  BE  CONSIDERED  FOB 
PURPOSE  OF  FUTURE  ALLOTMENTS 

Sec.  4.  The  additional  acreage  authorized 
to  be  allotted  to  farms  under  this  act  for 
any  year  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  county. 
State,  and  national  acreage  allotments  for 
such  year.  Such  additional  acreage  shall 
not  be  taken  into  account  in  establishing 
future  State,  county,  and  farm  acreage 
^allotments. 

DEFINITION  OF  AGRICULTURAL  CROP 

ec.  5.  As  used  in  this  act,  the  term  “agri¬ 
cultural  crop”  means  any  crop  of  a  product 
of  tb\soil,  including  horticultural  crops. 

TERMINATION  DATE 

Sec.  6-NThis  act  shall  cease  to  be  in  effect 
on  June  1M958. 


Mr. 


LIAMS  subsequently  said : 


Mr.  President  earlier  today  the  Senate 
passed  Senate  aill  1628,  Calendar  No.  210, 
a  bill  to  provide  relief  of  farmers  and 
farmworkers  suffering  crop  losses  or  loss 
of  employment  because  of  damage  to 
crops  caused  by  drought,  flood,  hail,  frost, 
freeze,  wind,  insect  \nfestation,  plant 
disease,  or  oher  natural  causes.  I  had 
filed  an  objection  to  theNjill,  but  it  was 
inadvertently  overlookecL  Therefore, 
Mr.  President,  at  this  tinml  enter  a 
motion  to  reconsider  the  vot\by  which 
Senate  bill  1628  was  passed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The 
motion  to  reconsider  will  be  enter' 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  ^si- 
dent,  will  the  Senator  from  Delaw\;e 
yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 
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JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  do  not 
kno^.  that  the  objection  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  to  the  bill  was  overlooked, 
becauseSdie  able  members  of  the  minority 
calendar  vcommittee  objected  to  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  when  it  was  called 
on  the  calendar.  However,  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  calendar  call,  the  majority 
leader  asked  that  the  unfinished  business 
be  temporarily  laid  aside,  and  that  the 
Senate  proceed  toNjhe  consideration  of 
Senate  bill  1628,  Calendar  No.  210;  and 
it  was  under  that  procedure  that  the  bill 
was  passed. 

Of  course,  the  Senator  'from  Delaware 
is  perfectly  within  his  rights  in  sub¬ 
mitting  the  motion  to  reconsider ;  but  the 
majority  leader  hopes  that  atSthe  con¬ 
clusion  of  action  tomorrow  on  reu;  agri¬ 
cultural  appropriation  bill,  it  wfil  be 
agreeable  to  the  authors  of  SenatV  bill 
1628  and  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Delaware  to  have  the  Senate  prc 
ceed  to  act  on  his  motion  to  reconsider'' 
the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was  passed.  If 
that  is  agreeable,  I  should  like  to  have  the 
Record  so  show  at  this  time,  so  that 
Members  may  be  on  notice  that  this  ques¬ 
tion  is  likely  to  come  up  then. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  is  agreeable  to 
me,  and  I  wish  to  have  this  understand¬ 
ing,  because  I  understand  there  is  a  pos¬ 
sibility  that  the  Finance  Committee  will 
be  in  session  tomorrow  afternoon,  in 
which  event,  before  my  motion  is  taken 
up,  I  would  wish  to  be  notified.  I  shall 
be  in  the  city.  If  we  can  be  notified  in 
advance,  I  shall  be  glad  to  cooperate  with 
the  Senator  from  Texas  in  having  the 
motion  brought  up. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Then  let 
the  Senate  be  on  notice,  first,  that  the 
Senator  from  Texas  assumes  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  notifying  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  that  consideration  of  the  agri¬ 
cultural  appropriation  bill  will  be  fol¬ 
lowed  by  consideration  of  his  motion  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  Senate  bill 
1628  was  passed.  We  hope  his  motion 
will  be  taken  up  by  the  Senate  late  to¬ 
morrow  afternoon  or  else  on  Wednesday, 
depending  on  the  time  the  Senate  con¬ 
sumes  in  acting  on  the  agricultural  ap¬ 
propriation  bill. 

If  the  majority  leader  had  known 
earlier  today  that  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  wished  to  be  notified  when  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  Senate  bill 
1628,  the  majority  leader  would  certainly 
have  notified  him.  But  the  Senator  from 
Texas  knows  that  the  Senator  from  Del¬ 
aware  does  not  contend  that  Senators 
on  this  side  of  the  aisle  failed  to  carry 
out  any  such  agreement. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  No;  but  I  did  not 
understand  that  the  bill  was  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  today. 

Except  for  any  other  understanding 
the  majority  leader  may  have,  I  would 
be  willing  to  have  my  motion  consid¬ 
ered  this  afternoon.  But  in  view  of  the 
understanding  which  has  been  had,  I  am 
willing  to  have  my  motion  go  over  until 
tomorrow,  although  I  do  not  wish  to 
agree  that  consideration  of  the  motion 
will  follow  the  Senate’s  action  tomorrow 
on  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill. 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  Senator 
from  Delaware  may  be  assured  that  the 
Senator  from  Texas  will  personally  no¬ 
tify  him  before  a  motion  to  take  up  his 
motion  for  reconsideration  is  made. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  And  I  will  notify  the 
Senator  from  Texas,  too. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Delaware  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  wish  to  say 
that  when  Senate  bill  1628  was  passed 
over,  during  the  call  of  the  calendar,  as 
acting  majority  leader  I  discussed  the 
bill  with  both  Senators  on  the  minority 
calendar  committee,  who  approved  hav¬ 
ing  the  bill  brought  up  later,  follow¬ 
ing  the  calendar  call;  and  I  also  dis¬ 
cussed  the  bill  with  the  ranking  minori¬ 
ty  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry.  I  understood  from 
them  that  there  was  no  objection  to 
the  bill,  with  the  amendments  which  are 
low  in  it.  That  is  the  reason  I  did  not 
deject  when  the  majority  leader  asked 
fo\the  consideration  of  the  bill  follow¬ 
ing  the  call  of  the  calendar. 

Mr.'VOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  thoroughly  understand  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware.  I 
think  it  is\a  position  which  was  ap¬ 
parently  noHknown  to  any  Member  of 
the  Senate  wlr^n  the  bill  was  being  con¬ 
sidered. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
[Mr.  Ellender]  stared  to  the  majority 
leader  that  the  bill  mid  been  reported 
unanimously.  The  minority  calendar 
committee  objected  to  thevconsideration 
and  passage  of  the  bill  on  the  call  of  the 
calendar.  The  Senate  theii\proceeded 
to  consider  it  after  the  call  of\the  cal¬ 
endar  had  been  concluded.  ''Several 
Senators  spoke  on  the  bill.  Every-..  Sen¬ 
ator  had  an  opportunity  to  speak.  \The 
distinguished  Senator  from  Delaware 
was  occupied  in  a  very  important  meet 
ing  of  the  Finance  Committee  and  was' 
not  aware  that  the  bill  was  being  con¬ 
sidered  at  that  time.  He  is  perfectly 
within  his  rights  to  move  to  reconsider. 

All  the  majority  leader  wishes  to  do 
is  to  serve  notice  on  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  and  other  Members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  as  soon  as  the  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness,  namely,  .the  agricultural  appro¬ 
priations  bill,  is  disposed  of,  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
the  motion  of  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware.  The  Senator  from  Texas  will  as¬ 
sume  the  responsibility  of  personally 
notifying  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
when  that  is  done. 


BILL  PASSED  OVER 
Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  is  the 
Senate  now  to  consider  Calendar  211, 
Senate  bill  1079,  to  provide  for  the  sale 
of  certain  lands  in  the  national  forests? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  That  bill 
has  been  passed  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That 
bill  has  gone  over  to  the  next  call  of  the 
calendar. 


AMENDMENT  OF  RICE  MARKETING 

QUOTA  PROVISIONS  OF  THE  AGRI¬ 
CULTURAL  ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF 

1938,  AS  AMENDED 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
unfinished  business  be  temporarily  laid 
aside  and  that  the  Senate  proceed  to 
consider  Order  213,  H.  R.  4647,  to  amend 
the  rice  marketing  quota  provisions  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (H.  R. 
4647)  which  had  been  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
with  amendments  on  page  1,  line  8,  to 
strike  out  “five  per  centum”  and  insert 
“2  per  centum  or  by  such  greater  acreage 
as  may  be  necessary  to  provide  such  State 
with  an  allotment  equal  to  its  1950  allot¬ 
ment,”  and  in  line  11,  after  the  word 
“for,”  to  strike  out  “1955”  and  insert 
“1955  (i).” 

On  page  2,  line  4,  after  the  word  “acre¬ 
age”,  to  insert  a  comma  and  “and  (ii) 
the  1955  allotment  for  any  county  in 
which  the  1950-1954  average  planted 
plus  diverted  acreage  of  rice,  adjusted 
for  trends  in  acreage,  exceeds  the  1945- 
1949  average  planted  acreage  of  rice, 
similarly  adjusted,  by  more  than  2  per 
centum  shall  be  further  increased  by 
such  additional  acreage  as  may  be  nec-i 
essary  to  provide  such  county  with  an 
allotment  equal  to  its  1950  allotment.” 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  a  brief  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  explana- 
,ion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
;cord,  as  follows: 

Explanation  op  H.  R.  4647 
This  bill,  with  the  committee  amend- 
mentsNwould  make  several  increases  in  1955 
rice-acreage  allotments.  First,  it  would  in¬ 
crease  each  State  allotment  by  2  percent. 
Second,  it  Nvould  provide  each  State,  and 
each  of  thosk  counties  whose  base  acreage 
had  risen  2  percent  since  1950,  with  a  mini¬ 
mum  1955  allotment,  equal  to  its  1950  allot¬ 
ment.  Third,  it  kpuld  increase  each  State 
reserve  for  new  producers  and  new  farms  to 
a  minimum  of  500  actes. 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  relieve  hard¬ 
ship  resulting  from  the\harp  reduction  in 
rice  acreage  required  by  the  1955  allotment. 
In  an  effort  to  take  care  of  the  various  hard¬ 
ships  which  have  arisen  in  tne  various  rice¬ 
growing  areas  the  committee  ^as  proposed 
amendments  which  incorporate^ the  sub¬ 
stance  of  Senate  bills  1061  and  9^2,  which 
provide  respectively  for  the  State  ank  county 
minimum  allotments  just  describe^.  As 
shown  in  the  committee  report  the  dwreas 
which  would  benefit  from  these  minimum 
provisions  have  increased  their  acreage 
voted  to  rice  production  since  the  base  pe* 
riod  applicable  to  1950,  but  now  would  re¬ 
ceive  sharp  cuts  below  their  1950  allotments 
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because  of  the  expansion,  of  rice  production 
in  other  areas. 

In  order  to  avoid  unduly  increasing  the 
national  rice  acreage  the  committee  amend¬ 
ments  wfcmld  also  reduce  to  2  percent  the 
5  percent\general  increase  in  State  allot¬ 
ments  prodded  by  the  bill  as  it  passed  the 
House.  \ 

The  provision  for  increasing  the  State  re¬ 
serve  is  of  particular  significance  in  South 
Carolina  where  the  two  price  producers  have 
established  a  rice  mill.  These  producers  have 
previous  productioAhistory  in  Georgia  and 
Texas  but  not  in  South  Carolina.  Unless 
they  can  obtain  a  reasonable  1955  allotment 
on  a  new  farm  basis  they  may  be  forced  to 
move  their  rice  mill  to  T^cas.  This  would 
cause  difficulties  for  all  ricesproducers  served 
by  the  mill. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL  Subsequently 
said: 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  t®  ask  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator^  from 
Louisiana  who  is  chairman  of  theNCom- 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Foresw.  a 
question.  Were  the  amendments  to 
4647,  Calendar  No.  213,  unanimous' 
agreed  to  by  the  committee ;  and  was  th 
bill  with  the  amendments  as  reported  by 
the  committee  the  bill  which  was  passed 
today? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  answer  to  the 
Senator’s  question  is  in  the  affirmative. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Then,  as  I  un¬ 
derstand,  the  amendments  were  unani¬ 
mously  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  There  was  no 
opposition  to  this  bill  being  reported. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 


April  25 


APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  THE  DE¬ 
PARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND 

FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Is  the  un¬ 
finished  business  now  the  agricultural 
appropriation  bill,  Calendar  No.  220, 
House  bill  5239? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  bill 
has  been  made  the  unfinished  business. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota  will  state  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  What  happened  to 
Calendar  No.  216,  H.  R.  4356;  Calendar 
No.  217,  S.  153;  Calendar  No.  218,  H.  R. 
1573;  and  Calendar  No.  219,  Senate  Con¬ 
current  Resolution  26? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  By  unani¬ 
mous  consent,  the  bills  which  have  just 
been  passed  were  called  up  after  having 
been  placed  at  the  foot  of  the  calendar. 
The  minority  calendar  committee  had 
asked  that  they  go  to  the  foot  of  the 
calendar  until  amendments  could  be 
drafted. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  was  detained  in 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  and 
was  not  aware  of  the  progress  which  had 
been  made  with  the  call  of  the  calendar. 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Calendar 
No.  217,  S.  153,  and  Calendar  No.  218, 
H.  R.  1573,  were  called  but  were  passed 
over.  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  26 
was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Were  S.  153  and 
H.  R.  1573  placed  at  the  foot  of  the 
calendar  or  were  they  objected  to? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  They  were  objected 
to. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Since  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  was  not  present  when 
those  bills  were  called,  I  may  state  that 
I  was  the  Senator  who,  through  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Bible],  interposed  objection  to  Calendar 
No.  217,  S.  153,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  of  1936.  I  shall  be 
glad  to  discuss  that  bill  with  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  wishes  to  advise  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  that  Calendar  No.  216,  H.  R. 
4356,  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  with  respect  to  rice 
allotment  history,  was  passed,  and  Cal¬ 
endar  No.  219,  Senate  Concurrent  Reso¬ 
lution  26,  providing  for  the  continued 
operation  of  the  Government  tin  smel¬ 
ters  at  Texas  City,  Tex.,  was  agreed  to. 

Calendar  No.  217,  S.  153,  to  amend 
the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  and 
Calendar  No.  218,  H.  R.  1573,  to  repeal 
section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  were  passed  over  to 
the  next  call  of  the  calendar. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  de¬ 
sire  to  advise  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  that  I  interposed  objection  to  the 
passage  of  Calendar  No.  218,  H.  R.  1573, 
but  that  I  expect  the  bill  to  be  considered 
by  the  Senate  at  an  early  date.  The 
Senate  may  wish  to  consider  it  at  this 
time,  but  I  have  objected  to  its  passage 
on  the  call  of  the  calendar. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
express  the  hope  that  before  the  end  of 
the  day,  I  may  be  able  to  have  a  personal 
conference  with  my  good  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis] 
in  reference  to  Calendar  No.  217,  S.  153 
and  with  my  good  friend,  the  Senator 
(  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  on  Calendar 
No.  218,  H.  R.  1573,  to  see  if  action  can¬ 
not  be  taken  on  those  bills. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  dis¬ 
like  to  dash  the  hopes  of  such  a  young 
and  good-looking  man  as  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Minnesota - 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  But  so  far  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,!  am  not  prepared  to  discuss  H. 
R.  1573  today. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Then  it  may  be 
necessary  to  return  to  a  consideration 
of  S.  153,  Calendar  No.  217. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  has  the 
call  of  the  calendar  been  completed? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  call 
of  the  calendar  has  been  completed. 

The  unfinished  business  is  Calendar 
No.  220,  H.  R.  5239,  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  and  for 
other  purposes. 


SALE  OF  CERTAIN  LANDS  IN  THE, 
NATIONAL  FORESTS 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Pr* 
dent,  before  Senators  begin  to 
speeches,  I  understand  that  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken]  desires  to  return  to  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  Calendar  No.  211, 15.  1079,  to 
provide  for  the  sale  of  certyiun  lands  in 
the  national  forests. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  Provident,  I  have 
been  speaking  with  t/e  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Ndrth  Carolina  [Mr. 
Ervin]  who  had  a  very  legitimate  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  passage  of  the  bill  on  the 
consent  calendaiy 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  May  I  ask 
the  Senator  frmn  Vermont  if  my  under¬ 
standing  is  oorrect  that  he  is  referring 
to  CalendaVNo.  211,  S.  1079? 

Mr.  AIIHIN.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
I  wish  ttpexplain  that  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  acted  rather 
hurriedly  on  the  bill  and  took  more  out 
of  irthan  it  should  have.  It  is  my  pur- 
e  to  restore  certain  language  that 
be  contained  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senate  return  to  the  consideration  of 
Calendar  211,  S.  1079,  to  provide  for  the 
sale  of  certain  lands  in  the  national 
forests. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (S.  1079) 
to  provide  for  the  sale  of  certain  lands 
in  the  national  forests. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  suggest  to  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  that,  if  he  will  offer  his  amend¬ 
ment,  the  Senate  can  now  take  action 
on  it. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  an  amendment 
prepared  by  the  committee  counsel.  The 
committee  amendment  struck  out,  on 
line  7,  after  the  word  “strip”,  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “or  (2)  lands  immediately  ad¬ 
jacent  to  urban  areas,  when  he  finds 
such  lands  suitable  for  private  owner¬ 
ship  and  better  adapted  to  commercial, 
agricultural,  residential,  or  other  private 
purposes  than  to  national  forest 
urposes.” 

The  last  three  lines  of  the  bill  should 
regain  as  they  were  originally  printed. 
TheNfiecretary  of  Agriculture  would  thus 
be  required  to  make  a  finding  that  such 
lands  vtere  suitable  for  private  owner¬ 
ship.  The  last  three  lines  read:  “when 
he  finds  s^ch  lands  suitable  for  private 
ownership  and  better  adapted  to  com¬ 
mercial,  agricultural,  residential,  or 
other  private  purposes  than  to  national 
forest  purposes." 

The  bill  is  intelided  to  apply  only  to 
little  strips  of  land  isolated  from  the  na¬ 
tional  forests  and  wmch,  in  effect,  are  a 
nuisance  to  administer*.  The  bill  would 
direct  the  Secretary  o\Agriculture  to 
dispose  of  such  land. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  first  vommittee 
amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On\^ge  1, 
line  6,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  “(1).’’ 
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■>  WHEXr  ALLOT I'ENTS:  PRICE  SITPPnvr’q  tt,,  v 

tindinp-  when*  PORTS.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  farmers  to  vote  for  cc 

farS  I  “  e  g6  stating  that  the  hardship  confronting  / 

ff  wLia^^  p  fore  them  in  this  ymr's  referendum  is  the  re /ft 

.1*  ilexible  price  supports;  inserted  several  articles  on  this  subject 

&££ his  mii>  s-  «*.  «-*. .  ^^ti^,  Acre,  j  ■ 


i6.  FOOD;  PAVr  MMBSIAia.  Sen,  Hurray  spoke  in  favor  of  measures  to  est 
Acrid  rood  ..(ink  and  to  create  an  International  Food  and  Raw  later; 
(pc  1*485)  • 


als 


lish  a 
Reserve 


17.  ROADS.  The  Subcommittee  on  Roads,  Public  Works  Committee,  ordered  reported  tv 
the  full  comrnitteo\with  amendments,  S.  101*8,  authorizing  appropriations  for 
continued  Federal  aid  r.o  highway  construction  (pp,  D357-8), 

Received  a  Calif.  Legislature  resolution  urging  a  program  for  the  ex- 
ension  of  Federal  aicv  for  construction  and  improve  me  nt/6f  highways  necessary 
for  cjLTjl  J^fease  purposes  (p»  4470).  / 

Sen#  W n  ley  inserced\and  commended  a  Nov/  York  Joyrnal-American  article 
describing  the  formation  of  a  new  organisation,  "Highways  for  Survival 
Committee"  (pPo  1*511-2),  X 

l&.  EXPORT -IMPORT  BANK.  Received  h  report  of  the  Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington 
m??lee^  Per^0<^  July-Dee erBer  1951*  (p.  1*470)/  to  Banking  and  Currency  Com- 

19«  FEA.  Received  from  the  Comptro lie r  General  an  audit  report  on  the  Farmers 

Home  Administration  for  the  f isoal\years  1952  and  1953*  to  Government  Opera¬ 
tions  Committee  (p0  1*470 )< 

20.  GRAIN  STORAGE.  Received  from  the  N.  Da^.  legislature  a  resolution  directing 

the  legislative  research  committee  tor  study  the  laws  of  N.  Dak.  relating 
to  mill  storage  praotioes  and  to  recommend  improvements  in  such  laws  and  the 
enforcement  thereof  (pp.  1*470-1).  / 

21.  TREATIES,  Received  various  resolutions,  etc. X  favoring  enactment  of  the 

Bricker  amendment,  limiting  the  President’s  treatymaking  power  (p.  1*471 ) • 

22.  PERSONNEL;  EXPENDITURES.  Se^i,  Byrd  submitted  a  Jdlnt  Committee  on  Reduction 

of  Nonessential  Federal  Expenditures  report  on  civilian  employment  in  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government  for  March  1955*  This  report  is 
printed  in  the  Record ,  together  with  Sen.  Byrd’s  statement  (pp.  1*472-5). 

23*  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  Sen.  Holland  (for  himself  and  others)  submitted  amendments 
intended  to  be  proposed  to  H.  R.  1573 »  to  repeal  ACP-acreage  allotments  tie-in 

(p.  1*480). 


24< 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Majority  Leader  Johnson  stated,  1!.0.I  hkpe  the  Senate 
will  be  able  to  take  final  action  this  week  on  the  bill  extending  the  Trade 
Agreements  A&t,  and  also  on  the  Interior  Department  Appropriation  bill,  as  a 
minimum  fojr  the  week"  (p.  45 20)# 

on  April  28’1 

The  Rules  and  Administration  Committee  reported/with  au^tional 
amendments  S,  Res,  33*  to  direot  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee 
to  investigate  the  Civil  Service  Commission  and  the  Post  Office  Department 
(S.^ept.  238).  Hho  Senate  Bill  Clerk  haw  Hrformedrus  that  the  April- 

Record  item,  vs  tot  Ihg  that  this,  resolution:  was  agreed  to  bAthe 
5nate  on  that  de^e,  is  in  error. 


25 o  PERSONNE] 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


26c  WIND  EROSIONj  RESEARCH*  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Avery  commending  soil  ard 
win^,  erosion  programs  of  the  Department,  suggesting  recommendations  for  con- 
trolNof  damages  and  urging  more  soil  conservation  research  (ppo  1+525#  A2887-8) 

27*  TRANSPORTATION*  Rep*  Mail  Hard  inserted  5  newspaper  editorials  commending  the 
Hoover  Commission  report  on  Federal  transportation  operations  (pp„  A2892-3) 

28,  FORESTRY*  Re^  Johnson,  Wis.,  inserted  Chas.  H.  Collins',  Nat'l  Wildlife 

Federation.,  latter  urging  cooperation  between  Federal  and  State  authorities 
with  reference  \o  transfer  of  land  for  use  as  a  conservation  area  for  prairie 
grouso  (p,  A2893 

Extension  of  Vnmarks  of  Rep.  Mathews  oommerding  the  Forest  Service  on  its 
50th  anniversary  ( ppv  A2922-3 ) • 

Rep.  Hagen  inserted  a  Bakersfield  Californian  editorial  urging  additional 
fund.s  for  Forest  Service  recreational  programs  (pp<»  A2937-8)e 

29*  TEXTILES.  Rep.  Lane  inserted  a  Standard-Times  (Hew  Bedford,  Mass*)  editorial, 
"A  Southerner  Looks  at  the  Textile  Tariff  Cut^-Why  is  U0  Sc  Textile  Industry 
Considered  Expendable,”  discussing  the  problems  of  the  textile  industry 
(pp*  A2900-2), 


30, 


FOREIGN  AID*  Extension  of  remarks  N?f  Rep.  Siler  criticizing  continued  foreign 
aid  programs  ard  outlining  some  of  \he  reasons  "why  further  foreign  aid  is 
futile"  (pp*  A2902-1+).  \. 

Rep*  Smith,  Wis*,  inserted  a  YfallN^treet  Journal  article  opposing  the 
President  's  proposed  foreign  aid  progranKand  stating  that  "this  kind  of  pro¬ 
gram  is  a  luxury  this  country  demonstrably  cannot  afford"  (p.  A2919)» 


31.  PRICE  SUPPORTS*  Rep*  Wolcott  insorted  correspondence  he  had  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  in  which  he  expressed  concern  "about  the  \ itu.f'  ..on  in  support  prices 
that  may  or  may  not  affect  the  farmers  in  my  district"  (pp*  A2901+-5). 

Rep.  Metcalf  inserted  telegrams  from  his  corsbi ruonts  emphasizing  the 
relationship  between  labor's  minimum  wage  bill  andNjJ*  R.  12,  the  90-uercent 
price  support  bill  (p.  A2938)* 

Rep.  Hagen  inserted  a  Bakersfield  Californian  ©d^o rial ,  "New  Cotton 
.  Support  Plan  is  Favored,"  stating  that  "the  new  plan  w^uld  lower  the  price 
support  level  but  permit  larger  planting  allotments"  { ppJvvA2939-40 ) • 

32*  RECLAMATION*  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Engle  favoring  increased  Federal 
investment  in  reclamation  pro jects . and  outlining  "evidence  or\the  real  and 
lasting  value  of  Federal  reclamation"  (ppo  A2912-3)* 


33*  FARM  PRICES.  Sen*  Humphrey  inserted  a  Farmers  Union  Herald  editorf* 

"Secretary  Benson's  Dilemma#"  criticizing  the  "forced"  cutbacks  in  Jsroduction# 
lower  farm  prices#  and  the  flexible  prioe-supoort  program  (pp*  A2927\8)* 


3l+*  ELECTRIFICATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep*  Engle  criticizing  the  adrni 
tion's  power  policy  and  discussing  some  of  the  effects  it  would  have  on 
Central  Valley  project  (pp*  A2919~20)* 
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84th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  1573 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mat  2, 1955 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Holland  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Aiken,  Mr.  Anderson,  and  Mr.  Watkins)  to  the  bill 
(H.  R.  1573)  to  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  viz:  Strike  out  all  after  the  enact¬ 
ing  clause  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

1  That  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

2  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended,  effective  with  respect  to 

3  1955  and  subsequent  crops,  to  read  as  follows: 

4  “Sec.  348.  (a)  Any  person  who  knowingly  harvests 

5  an  acreage  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity  on  his 

6  farm  which  has  been  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 

7  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  commodity 
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for  the  farm  for  such  year  imder  this  title  shall  not  be  eligible 
for  any  payment  for  such  year  under  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended.  For  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section,  no  person  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
harvested  any  acreage  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity 
in  excess  of  his  farm  acreage  allotment  by  reason  of  harvest¬ 
ing  com  for  ensilage,  harvesting  wheat  in  an  amount  not 
in  excess  of  fifteen  acres,  harvesting  a  commodity  or  a  crop 
with  respect  to  which  producers  have  rejected  marketing 
quotas  in  a  marketing-quota  referendum,  or  harvesting  pea¬ 
nuts  for  seed  to  be  used  for  the  raising  of  peanuts  to  be 
hogged  off. 

“  (b)  Persons  applying  for  any  payment  of  money 
imder  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 
as  amended,  shall  be  required  to  establish  their  eligibility 
for  such  payment  under  this  section  in  such  manner  as 
the  Secretary  may  prescribe  by  regulation.”. 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An  Act  to  amend  sec¬ 
tion  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938.” 
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HIGHLIGHTS?  House  debated  prica  f^^port  bill<j  /^ouse  committee  ordered  reported 
bill  for  Federal  loans  for  non- Federal  reclamation  projects 0  Senate  debated  trade 
agreements  bill.  Sen®  Symington  crit^oizod  Moo  ASC  committee*  Sen®  Aiken  intro¬ 
duced  and  discussed  bill  to  cooperate  vXth  -States  in  reforestation* 


10  USE 

1*  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Began  debate  on-^Ho  R.  12,  tcXprovide  for  90$  price  supports  on 
basic  commodities c  General  d/pate  v^as  conclud^^,  and  the  bill  is  to  be  read  for 
amendment  today e  (pp0  453 9/94 o ) 

2a  PERSONNEL®  Agreed  to  H»  Gbn,  Res0  121,  requesting  the  President  to  return  for 
correction  S.  1094,  to  ^clarify  the  Federal  Employees \Uniform  Allowance  Act  (pps 
4594-5). 

3®  CCC  CLAIMS.  Transferred  from  the  Agriculture  Committee  to\he  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  Committee  Ht  R®  2137,  2872,  2007,  694,  and  646,  to  relieve  from  CCC  claims 
persons  who  inr^entiy  purchase  converted  fungible  goods  (p0  4^94)- 

4o  RESERVE  VANPQJ''fERo  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 
H.  R«,  529'V  the  military  reserve  manpower  bill  (p®  4533). 

5*  ANIMAL  DISEASE.  The  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported  Ho  R*  4576^\to  provide 
for  certain  indemnity  payments  in  Iowa  on  account  of  vesicular  exanthema\which 
could  net  be  made  because  of  a  technicality  (p0  D3o?) 

60  D/JUGHT  RELIEF,  The  Agriculture  Committee  considered  but  postponed  action  on 

R0  4176,  to  provide  that  feed  furnished  in  disaster  areas  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  for  -working  stock  and  hogs  (p.  D367) 


~2_ 


7.  CIVIC  AUDITORIUM.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration 
of  y.  R.  1825.,  creating  a  commission  to  plan  a  D.  C.  civic  auditorium  ^p.46C9)» 


RECLAMATION;  LOANS,  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  repoi 
H,  R.  5881,  to  provide  for  Federal  cooperation  in  non-Federal  reclamation  p; 


ob¬ 


jects  am  for  non-Federal  cooperation  in  Federal  projects  (p.  D368)j 


9.  SALT-WATER  RESEARCH,,  The  Rules  Committee  ordered  reported  a  resoiutioiyior  con¬ 
sideration  o'f  H.->  R-;  2126,  to  expand  the  salt-water  research  program  (pc  D3&8) 


10, 


D  TORTS.  The 
manent  the 
goods  under  Gove: 


ways  arxi  Means  Committee  ordered  reported  H.  R 
existing  privilege  of  free  importation  of  personal 
mant  orders,  and  H0  R-,  5675,  continuing  thr 


556C y. 


the 


suspension  of\i.mport  taxes  on  copper  (p,  D369)» 


igh 


making  per- 
household 
June  1958 


11.  POSTAL  PAT,  The  conferees  agreed  to  report  a  revised  version  of  S. 
postal  pay  bill  (pp.  ©369-70 ) . 


the 


12, 


SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  The\revision  of  H.  R.  2851,  as  c/dered  reported  by  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee^  provides  as  follows s  Requires  CCC  to  make  aval] 
able  to  HEW",  for  providing 'emergency  assistance  to'  the  needy,  agricultural 
commodities  and  products  (including  cereals  and  /erea.1  products)  acquired 
through  price  support  operations.  Authorises  CCC  to  pay  processing  and  other 
charges  up  to  the  time  of  delivery  to  central/locations  in  States.  Upon 


certifications  of  the  Labor  Department  and  the  Governors  as  to  ijeed,  directs 


HEW  to  make  such  commodities  and  J^roducts  Available  to  State  agencies.  Pro¬ 
vides  that  CCC  make  Sec 416  commodities /available  without  compensation  and 
that  HEW  reimburse  CCC  for  other  conWid^ties  at  the  acquisition  cost  or  curreni 
support  price  (whichever  is  lower)  plue  the  costs  of  processing,  etc.  Pro¬ 
vides  that  CCC  expenditures  under  this  No  ill  may  be  made  in  advance  of  appro¬ 
priations  and  shall  be  entered  as  prccoun\s  receivable  0 


13' 


EXPORT -IMPORT  BANK.  Ho  Doc®  150 /{Apr a  20)  isVa  proposed  increase  in  the  amount 
of  $300, 000  in  the  limitation  st r. l  expenses  (to\provids  for  additional  staff 
and  other  expenses  required  for  a  growing  workload)  for  the  fiscal  year  1936 
for  the  Export-Import  Bank  Washington. 


II4-.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  The  amendments  by  Sen.  Holland  and  others  to  H<?  Rc  1573,  ^ 
repeal  the  ACP-acreage  allotments  tie-in, (see  Digest  71),  would  exempt  from 
the  present  ACP-acroag6  allotments  tie-in  farmers  harvesting  oorn  for  ensilage, 
wheat  in  an  amount  not  in  exoess  of  15  acres,  a  commodity  or  a  crop  on  which 
producers  have  rejected  marketing  quotas  in  a  referendum,  or  pearuits  for  seed 
to  be  used  for  the  raising  of  peanuts  for  hogs.  The  amendments  would  also 
require  applicants  to  establish  their  eligibility  for  payments  in  such  manner 
as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe  by  regulation. 


SENATE 


15,  TRADE 
bill 
and 


EUENTS o  Continued  debate  on  H<,  R»  1,  the  trade  agreements  extension 
p»  4620-1,  4631,  24.634-43 ,  4645-97),  and  agreed  to  limit  debVbe  on  bill 
t  no  nongermane  amendment  will  be  received  (p,  4621).  Sens 0>Bep.ll , 
O'Mahon^y,  and  Humphrey  submitted  amendments  to  be  proposed  tcvthis 


During  debate  on  this  bill  Sen.  Malone  stated  that  "H,  R.  1  is  an 
economic  Yalta,"  and  that,  "Farmers,  too, •«  .will  be  an  early  target  of  tl 
global  free  trade  agency,  as  will  producers  of  milk,  butter,  cheese,  and  0^ 
farm  commodities"  (pp^  4648-51)®  Sen.  Malone  also  spoke  in  favor  of  giving 


ter 


|  OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
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3ASIL  THEODOSSIOU 

The  bik  (H.  R.  2354)  for  the  relief  of 
Basil  Theodossiou  was  considered,  or¬ 
dered  to  a  third  reading,  read  the  third 
time,  and  passi^d. 

ELIZABETH  ANN  GIAMPIETRO 

The  bill  (H.  R.  23&1)  for  the  relief  of 
Elizabeth  Ann  Giamptetro  was  consid¬ 
ered,  ordered  to  a  third  shading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed. 


SING  FONG  YORI 

The  bill  (H.  R.  2731)  for  theVelief  of 
Sing  Fong  York  was  considered,  ordered 
to  a  third  reading,  read  the  thircN^ime, 
and  passed. 


BENT  PETERSON 

The  bill  (H.  R.  2762)  for  the  relief  of 
Bent  Peterson  was  considered,  ordered  to 
a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 

VICTOR  AND  IRENE-WANDA 
GOLDSTEIN 

The  bill  (H.  R.  2764)  for  the  relief  of 
Victor  and  Irene-Wanda  Goldstein  was 
considered,  ordered  to  a  third  reading, 
read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 


MRS.  ELFRIEDE  MAJKA  GRIFASI 

The  bill  (H.  R.  2941)  for  the  relief  of 
Mrs.  Elfriede  Majka  Grifasi  was  con¬ 
sidered,  ordered  to  a  third  reading,  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed. 


MRS.  IRENE  EMMA  ANDERSON 

The  bill  (H.  R.  2954)  for  the  relief  of 
Mrs.  Irene  Emma  Anderson  was  consid¬ 
ered,  ordered  to  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed. 


RENE  RACHELL  LUYSE  KUBICEK 

The  bill  (H.  R.  4043)  for  the  relief  of 
Rene  Rachell  Luyse  Kubicek  was  consid¬ 
ered,  ordered  to  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed. 


FEDERICO  UNGAR  FINALY 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.  R.  1012)  for  the  relief  of  Federico 
Ungar  Finaly,  which  had  been  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
with  an  amendment,  in  line  7,  after  the 
word  “fee”,  to  strike  out  “Upon  the 
granting  of  permanent  residence  to  such 
alien  as  provided  for  in  this  act,  the 
Secretary  of  State  shall  instruct  the 
proper  quota-control  officer  to  deduct 
one  number  from  the  appropriate  quota 
for  the  first  year  that  such  quota  is 
available.”  . 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 
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Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Leh¬ 
man  in  the  chair).  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 


DR.  CRIST  JO  CRISTOFV,  HIS  WIFE 
JORDANA  DILOVA  CRISTOFV,  AND 
HIS  CHILDREN  GEORGE  ANI 
DAPHNE-KREMENA  CRISTOFV 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider /£he 
bill  (H.  R.  957)  for  the  relief  or  Dr. 
Cristjo  Cristofv,  his  wife  JordanalSilova 
Cristofv,  and  his  children  George  and 
Daphne -Kremena  Cristofv,  wlaich  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary  with  an  amendment,  on 
page  1,  line  9,  after  the  Wrd  “fees”,  to 
strike  out  “and  head  taxes.” 

The  amendment  was  .agreed  to. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bij/to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  reaifl  the  third  time  and 
passed. 


\NICHOLS  JOHN  MANTICAS,  ANNE 
v  FRANCIS  MANTICAS,  YVONNE 

IANTTCAS,  MARY  MANTICAS,  AND 
JOHN  MANTICAS 

TheSSenate  proceded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.'R.  1328)  for  the  relief  of  Nicholas 
John  Manticas,  Anne  Francis  Manticas, y 
Yvonfie  Manticas,  Mary  Manticas,  anc 
John  Manticas,  which  had  been  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
with  amendments,  on  page  1,  at  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  line  5\to  strike  out  “Yvonne 
Manticas”;  and  inline  11,  after  the  word 
“deduct”,  to  strike  ov^t  “five”  and  insert 
“four.” 

The  amendments  wei'e  agreed  to. 

The  amendments  werex,  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  tb£  thircktime  and 
passed. 

The  title  was  amehded  so  as  thread: 
“A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Nicholas 'John 
Manticas,  Anne  JPrancis  Manticas,  M^ry 
Manticas,  and  John  Manticas. 


BILL  AND  RESOLUTION  PASSED 
OVER 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  with  ref¬ 
erence/to  Calendar  No.  352,  Senate  bill 
1580, /to  regulate  subsistence  expenses 
and/mileage  allowances  of  civilian  offi¬ 
cers  and  employees  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ejpnment;  and  Calendar  No.  353,  Senate 
Resolution  35,  providing  for  a  study  of 
'merchant  marine  training  and  education 
in  the  United  States,  I  ask  that  those 
measures  be  passed  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
measures  will  be  passed  over. 

That  completes  the  call  of  the  cal- 

Jjfl.tllSUlli  ■mi  . .  .  -  - .  -|-  n  -ir-r-r- 


ELIGIBILITY  FOR  CONSERVATION 
PAYMENTS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  the  unfin¬ 
ished  business. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.  R.  1573)  to  repeal  section  348 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938. 


THE  ATOMS  FORT  PEACE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  PAYNE.  Mr.  President,  when  one 
pauses  to  reflect  on  this  Nation’s  recent 
history,  it  seenfe  incredible  that  what  we 
have  referred^  to  many  times  as  the  cold 
war  has  bean  with  us  for  nearly  a  decade. 

In  spits' of  the  fear,  the  anxiety,  and 
the  tensions  of  the  past  10  years,  how¬ 
ever,  ovm  people  and  peoples  all  over  the 
world/have  shown  a  remarkable  vitality 
ancL'energy.  We  have  learned  to  live 
witn  fear  and,  at  the  same  time,  to  shape 
tbfe  tools  for  a  better  future  for  ourselves 
Ind  our  families.  History  will  surely 
'record  the  splitting  of  the  atom  as  the 
most  significant  achievement  in  the  first 
half  of  the  20th  century. 

Largely  because  of  that  momentous  de¬ 
velopment  we  have  come  to  refer  more 
and  more  to  the  struggle  between  the 
free  world  and  the  Communist  world 
as  one  of  competitive  coexistence. 
Slowly  we  are  beginning  to  realize  that 
another  war,  bringing  with  it  a  fright¬ 
ful  rain  of  atomic  destruction,  would 
be  suicidal  for  all  of  civilization.  We 
are  reaching  the  point  of  atomic  stale¬ 
mate.  That  fact  can  give  us  hope  for 
the  future.  For  while  the  issues  of  con¬ 
flict  still  remain  between  the  free  nations 
and  the  Communist  world,  we  can  hope 
that  atomic  developments  will  act  as  a 
deterrent  to  the  unleashing  of  a  third 
world  war. 

The  alternative  to  war  is  coexistence. 
3ut,  so  long  as  the  Communist  leaders 
are  bent  on  achieving  world  rule,  coex¬ 
istence  must  remain  strongly  competi¬ 
tive.^ 

The\arsenal  of  American  democracy 
has  many  weapons  with  which  to  carry 
on  competitive  coexistence.  The  most 
powerful  weapon  we  have  is  our  sturdy 
foundation  bf  liberty  and  democratic 
ideals.  We  mhst  be  ever  vigilant  in  the 
defense  of  those  precious  liberties  and 
ideals.  Only  by  pijacticing  what  we  pro¬ 
fess  to  believe  can.' we  convince  others 
that  we  merit  suppbrt  in  building  the 
kind  of  world  for  whictj  men  everywhere 
long. 

In  addition  to  the  right  to  live  their 
lives  in  their  own  way,  without  outside 
interference,  all  men  look  for  economic 
plenty — for  a  world  in  whicn\they  and 
their  families  are  well  clothed,  well 
housed,  and  well  fed.  Here,  tbo,  the 
United  States  can  exercise  stirrings  and 
dynamic  leadership. 

Probably  the  most  effective  step  whft 
the  United  States  has  taken  in  this 
direction  is  the  implementation  of  Presi- 
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dent  Eisenhower’s  atoms-for-peace  pro¬ 
gram. 

In  the\minds  of  many,  America  has 
emerged  a«  a  warm  and  humanitarian 
nation,  interested  in  peace  and  plenty 
for  men  everywhere.  The  President’s 
program  to  harness  the  atom  for  peace 
has  done  more\than  any  other  single 
action  to  strike  a>crippling  blow  at  that 
Communist  propaganda  which  paints  us 
as  a  ruthless  and  warmongering  people. 

In  August  the  United  States  will  par¬ 
ticipate  with  many  otnrr  nations  at  an 
international  conference*  in  Geneva  to 
spread  information  concerning  the 
peaceful  uses  of  the  atom.  Tliis  Confer¬ 
ence  is  the  direct  outgrowth  of  the  sug¬ 
gestions  made  by  the  Preside^  before 
the  United  Nations  nearly  a  yea^  and  a 
half  ago. 

The  United  States  has  already  m&de  a 
contribution  of  220  pounds  of  uranium 
235  to  an  international  pool  of  fissio: 
able  materials  for  use  in  encouraging  ou: 
friends  abroad  to  build  their  own  re¬ 
search  reactors.  Our  Government  also 
plans  to  build  an  operating  research  re¬ 
actor  in  Geneva  for  demonstration  pur¬ 
poses  at  the  Conference. 

Meanwhile,  negotiations  are  going  for¬ 
ward  on  multilateral  agreement  which 
would  set  up  an  International  Atomic 
Energy  Agency  to  study  new  develop¬ 
ments  in  the  peaceful  uses  of  the  atom. 

But  this  is  only  a  part  of  the  story  of 
how  the  United  States  is  helping  to  de¬ 
velop  among  our  friends  the  technical 
know-how  which  can  bring  the  blessings 
of  atomic  energy  to  all  men.  The 
Atomic  Energy  Commission  has  sent  to 
Italy,  Japan,  and  France  comprehensive 
libraries  of  unclassified  information  on 
the  atom,  and  more  libraries  are  now 
being  prepared  for  distribution  to  other 
friendly  nations.  Also,  2  of  our  schools 
are  training  63  scientists  and  technicians 
from  29  nations  under  a  Government 
program  to  speed  the  peaceful  applica¬ 
tion  of  atomic  energy. 

Two  weeks  ago,  President  Eisenhower 
made  the  dramatic  announcement  that 
he  would  request  funds  from  Congress 
for  the  construction  of  a  nuclear-pow¬ 
ered  merchant  ship  which  would  visit  the 
ports  of  the  world,  carrying  with  it  an 
exhibit  on  the  peaceful  uses  of  the  atom. 
That  would  be  a  fitting  sequel,  indeed,  to 
the  construction  of  the  atom-powered 
submarine,  the  Nautilus.  It  would  be 
conclusive  evidence  that  our  search  for 
peace  continues,  even  while  we  must  re¬ 
main  military  strong. 

Much  has  been  done  and  much  more 
remains  to  be  done  in  our  efforts  to  bring 
the  blessings  of  peace  and  scientific  de¬ 
velopment  to  all  men  of  good  will.  But 
President  Eisenhower  has  made  a  dra¬ 
matic  and  successful  beginning.  He  has 
shifted  the  spotlight  from  the  horrors  of 
atomic  war  to  the  bright  new  day  of 
atomic  peace.  He  has  shown  the  world 
that  we  stand  ready  to  point  the  way  to 
a  better  and  happier  life  for  all. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


EXPOSURE  OF  '‘PARTNERSHIP” 

POWER  SCHEME  OF  ADMINIS¬ 
TRATION 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  in 
*  recent  weeks  many  people  with  a  sin- 
cere  interest  in  the  program  for  Colum¬ 
bia  River  Basin  resource  development 
have  been  led  to  believe  that  the  bene¬ 
ficial  objectives  of  river  development  can 
only  be  obtained  through  a  “partner¬ 
ship”  between  the  Federal  Government 
and  local  utilities. 

In  effect,  they  have  been  told  by  the 
Eisenhower  administration  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  will  not  carry  through 
on  these  authorized  projects  which  are 
so  badly  needed  to  control  the  floods 
yyhich  ruin  their  land  unless  Congress 
anges  its  mind  and  deauthorizes  these 
Federal  projects,  turning  over  the  profit¬ 
able,  power  features  to  local  private 
utilities. 

At  Ne  same  time,  a  thoroughly  false 
impressren  is  deliberately  created  that 
under  partnership  these  projects  could 
spring  into\being  overnight.  This  cal¬ 
lous  attemptXto  force  Congress  and  the 
people  of  Oregon  to  accept  a  shotgun 
partnership  is  a.  type  of  political  pres¬ 
sure  hitherto  unheard  of  on  the  Ameri¬ 
can  scene.  Congress  has  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  repudiatinghjie  administration’s 
pressure  tactics. 

Fortunately,  some  of\the  enlightened 
editors  in  my  home  StateS?f  Oregon  have 
taken  on  the  chore  of  airing  publicly 
the  disadvantages  and  adverse  effects  of 
the  inadequate  partnership  \proposals. 
One  of  the  best  analyses  of  the^cartner- 
ship  scheme  was  written  by  Mn.  Byron 
C.  Brinton,  editor  of  the  Baker  (Xreg.) 
Record-Courier,  in  the  April  28,  v£)55, 
issue  of  his  newspaper. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  ha’ 
Mr.  Brinton’s  editorial,  discussing  the*' 
partnership  proposals  of  this  adminis¬ 
tration,  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  New  John  Day  Bill 

How  much  is  $100  million? 

We  refer  specifically  to  the  $109  million 
bargain  which  the  Portland  private  utilities 
would  have  walked  off  with  had  the  Coon- 
John  Day  partnership  bill  of  1954  been 
swallowed.  At  that  time  the  private  utilities 
».jyo_uld  haye  walked  off  with  the.  power  from 
John  Day  Dam  for  50  years  and  we  quote 
from  the  bill:  “The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  enter 
into  a  contract  with  local  interests  providing 
for  (a)  the  contribution  of  funds  by  such 
interests  in  the  amount  of  $164  million.” 

Under  the  bill  introduced  by  Congressman 
Coon  at  the  instance  of  President  Eisenhower 
and  the  Portland  private  utilities  last  week, 
the  power  syndicate  would  walk  off  with  the 
50  years  contracts  and  we  again  quote — this 
time  from  Coon’s  1955  bill:  “The  Secretary 

fof  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  enter  into  a  contract  or  contracts 
with  qualified  applicants  *  *  *  providing, 


among  other  things,  for  (1)  the  payment  of 
funds  by  such  interests  in  the  amount  of 
$273  million.” 

In  cold  hard  reality  Coon  offered  a  $320 
million  dam  in  1954  for  $164  million.  Other 
than  President  Eisenhower,  Secretary  McKay, 
Governor  Patterson,  and  a  few  others,  spear¬ 
heading  the  Eisenhower  giveaway  program, 
there  were  not  many  suckers  for  this  private 
utility  scheme  in  1954.  Now  Coon  says  the 
utilities  are  bidding  $273  million  for  a  $310 
million  dam.  Yet  he  recommended  in  1954 
that  you  and  I  accept  $164  million. 

In  1954  this  writer  summarized  10  cardinal 
points — other  than  the  matter  of  hard  cash — 
which  characterized  the  Coon  partnership 
bill  as  the  most  dangerous  piece  of  financial 
hokus-pokus  ever  proposed  in  Congress.  An 
analysis  of  the  1955  bill  reveals  that  the  new 
bill  puts  up  a  warning  sign  that  the  depths 
of  its  monopoly  manipulation  go  far  deeper 
than  even  his  former  bill  dreamed. 

Let’s  look  at  the  blind,  dark  alley  the  Coon 
bill  leads  the  Northwest  into. 

First.  Mr.  Coon  tells  the  local  county  as¬ 
sessor  he  shall  not  tax  the  $273  million. 
But  he  didn’t  tell  you  in  his  analysis  of  the 
bill. 

Second.  Mr.  Coon  tells  the  State  of  Ore¬ 
gon  it  cannot  impose  the  provisions  of  its 
hydroelectric  act  upon  his  pet  private  utili¬ 
ties  at  John  Day.  Yet  he  didn’t  tell  you 
that  also  is  contemplated  under  the  bill. 

Third.  Mr.  Coon  tells  the  private  utilities 
they  need  not  distribute  the  power  widely 
with  preference  to  residential  or  rural  cus¬ 
tomers  nor  in  compliance  with  low-cost 
provisions  of  previous  power  policies.  Yet 
Mr.  Coon  didn’t  tell  you  that  was  part  of 
the  bill.  In  fact  he  purposely  spoke  of  the 
"widest  distribution  to  domestic  and  rural 
customers”  to  purposely  mislead  the  public. 

Fourth.  Mr.  Coon  tells  the  private  utilities 
they  can  assign,  barter,  speculate  in,  and 
otherwise  deal  in  their  power  contracts  be¬ 
tween  each  other  without  the  slightest  con¬ 
trol  by  the  landlord  himself — the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior.  Mr.  Coon  doesn’t  tell  you  in 
his  analysis  that  each  private  utility  holds 
this  automatic  option  upon  the  other  part¬ 
ner  private  utilities  so  that  the  monopoly 
can  grow  tighter  but  can  never  be  broken. 
The  alley  is  not  only  dark  and  blind  but  is 
a  one-way  gangplank. 

Fifth.  Mr.  Coon  tells  the  private  partners 
he  hands  them  a  blank  check  upon  Uncle 
Sam  for  “There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  act.”  No- 
^where  is  there  a  specific  guaranty  that  the 
partners  will  pay  any  sum,  but  clearly  there 
is\an  agreement  that  they  will  receive  100 
pertent  of  the  power  and  most  specifically 
that\the  contracts  provided  for  herein  shall 
be  deemed  contractual  obligations  of  the 
United\States  Government”  even  though 
this  bill  prevents  the  Congress  from  having 
any  surveillance  over  the  project  or  the  con¬ 
tracts.  YettMr.  Coon  has  the  nerve  to  casu¬ 
ally  remark  to  you  in  the  Congressional 
Record  that  Xjs  provision  on  obligations 
“makes  the  obligations  of  the  United  States 
rank  equally  witl\  those  assumed  by  the 
local  interests. 

t, 

Sixth.  Within  6  months  after  enactment 
of  the  bill  99  percent  of  the  public  agencies, 
and  perhaps  100  percent  in  the  Northwest 
would  be  disqualified  froSa  participation  in 
the  project  yet  he  tells  yXl  that  “the  im¬ 
portant  thing  is  who  is  served^— not  by  whom 
he  is  served.” 

Seventh.  Mr.  Coon  does  not  Reserve  John 
Day  power — not  a  kilowatt — fok  national 
defense.  He  does  not  tell  you  that  his  bill 
will  require  that  national  defense  bu^it  back 
from  private  utilities, 
t  Eighth.  Mr.  Coon  tells  the  private  utftities 
that  certain  costs  at  their  option  may' 
paid  in  equal  installments  over  a  50-yell 
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period  at  low-cost  Federal  interest,  but  he 
leads  you  to  believe  in  the  Congressional 
Record  that  all  the  money  must  be  advanced 
before  the  power  contracts  can  be  executed. 

Ninth.  Mr.  Coon  grants  the  private  utili¬ 
ties  with  the  contracts  not  only  a  monopoly 
upon  Vhe  present  John  Day  development, 
but  grants  them  an  option  upon  all  future 
generators  at  John  Day,  even  though  those 
added  generators  might  be  made  possible  by 
future  public  upstream  storage  projects. 

Tenth.  Mr.  Coon  tells  the  private  utilities 
they  can  Have  the  franchise  for  50  years,  yet 
he  tells  yon  “the  John  Day  project  will  be  a 
Federal  project  in  all  respects.” 

Eleventh.  Mr.  Coon  tells  the  private  utili¬ 
ties  they  are\not  bound  but  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  is  bound  to  his  bill — the 
bill  provides  mat  if  John  Day  turns  out  to 
be  an  expensive  project  the  partners  will 
not  pay  a  nickel,  but  that  if  engineers  find 
that  it  will  be  a  bargain  the  public  will  be 
obligated  to  conwact  it  at  that  bargain  fig¬ 
ure  to  private  utolities.  Mr.  Coon  doesn’t 
tell  you  this  is  a  “heads  I  win,  tales  you  lose” 
bill. 

Twelfth.  Mr.  Coder  directs  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  deliver  for  50  years  power 
equal  to  that  generated  by  the  initial  facili¬ 
ties.  However,  the  operation  by  the  Army  of 
the  project  as  part  of  a  river  system  may 
sometimes  be  less  thkn  the  partners  will 
contend  they  are  entitled  to  under  contract. 
Whatever  happens  to  the  dam,  the  private 
stockholders  hold  the  contract.  And  this  is 
an  obligation  of  the  United  States. 

Thirteenth.  The  Coon  bill  does  not  re¬ 
quire  the  project  to  be  integrated  with  the 
Northwest  power  system,  ut  does  not  re¬ 
quire  that  the  power  be  subject  to  the  rate 
supervision  of  that  system.  \lt  provides  for 
the  charging  of  rates  on  the  basis  of  risk 
capital  under  conditions  where  there  is  no 
risk  involved. 

But  Mr.  Coon  does  not  tell\you  that  in 
return  for  the  public  subsidy#"  the  public 
contract,  the  freedom  from  taxes  on  the 
power  facilities,  the  freedom  from  risk,  the 
low  Government  interest  on  much  of  the 
investment,  the  freedom  from  rent\  the  free¬ 
dom  from  competition  his  bill  doesn’t  re¬ 
quire  a  single  thing  in  return  from  Ijhe  pow¬ 
er  companies  and  it  guarantees  the  power 
consumer  nothing. 

What  in  reality  it  does  is  give  $1,270,000, 
000  worth  of  power  for  possibly  $27&  mil 
lion — and  if  Mr.  Coon  would  have  had  his 
way  in  1954  he  would  have  given  it  awajj  for 
$164  million. 

And  in  the  bargain  Mr.  Coon  tells  \he 
Utilities  if  they  can  get  $3  billion  in  hjgh 
rates  out  of  the  million  dollars’  worth  ^f 
power  that’s  O.  K.  with  him.  After  all,  e 
$100  million  isn’t  much  if  it  belongs  to  Joh 
Q.  Public. 

ELIGIBILITY  FOR  CONSERVATION 
PAYMENTS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  1573)  to  repeal  section 
348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Is  Calendar 
Order  No.  218,  House  bill  1573,  to  repeal 
section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  the  pending  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  call  that 
fact  to  the  attention  of  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey], 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
H.  R.  1573  was,  of  course,  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  I  under¬ 
stand  it  was  passed  unanimously,  and  it 
also  was  reported  unanimously  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry.  I  might  modify  that  state¬ 
ment  by  saying  that  two  or  three  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  were  not  present 
when  the  bill  was  ordered  to  be  reported. 
As  to  whether  they  were  recorded  affirm¬ 
atively  or  negatively,  I  would  not  say, 
but  all  members  of  the  committee 
present  voted  in  favor  of  H.  R,  1573. 

This  is  a  bill  to  repeal  section  348  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
which  section,  commonly  known  as  the 
Holland  amendment  in  the  act  of  last 
year,  denies  soil- conservation  payments 
to  producers  who  violate  their  acreage 
allotments. 

Prior  to  last  year  section  348  applied 
only  to  cotton  producers.  Last  year 
Congress  extended  it  to  producers  of  all 
basic  agricultural  commodities  in  the 
hope  that  it  would  bring  about  increased 
compliance  with  acreage  allotments.  It 
now  appears  that,  instead  of  accomplish¬ 
ing  this  purpose,  it  is  resulting  in  de¬ 
creased  participation  in  soil-conserva¬ 
tion  programs. _ Jt.  has  caused  particu¬ 

lar  difficulties  in  the  case  of  farmers  who 


are  exempt  from  marketing  quotas  but 
'subject  to  acreage  allotments,  such  as 
wheat,  producers  rrlaP^ff  lBBt  thi|n  is 
_acxes,  tobacco  producers  .who  have  voted  _ 
down  quotas,  and  others. 

— This-bill  was  the  subject  o’f  careful  in¬ 
quiry  by  a  subcommittee  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
of  which  subcommittee  it  was  my  privi¬ 
lege  to  be  chairman.  Other  members  of 
the  subcommittee  were  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Scott]  and  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mundt]. 

I  should  like  to  call  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  to  the  fact  that  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  True  D. 
Morse,  in  his  letter  to  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  [Mr.  Ellender],  dated 
February  9,  1955,  called  for  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  section  348.  I  should  like  to  read 
a  passage  or  two  from  Mr.  Morse’s  letter 
to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana: 

The  Department  approves  of  this  proposed 
legislation. 

This  was  at  the  time  the  bill  was  before 
our  subcommittee.  I  continue  to  read 
from  Under  Secretary  Morse’s  letter : 

The  Department  approves  of  this  proposed 
legislation.  At  present  the  only  ACP  pay¬ 
ments  made  are  for  cost  sharing  with  respect 
to  conservation  practices  carried  out  on 
farms,  and  these  payments  represent  only  a 
share  of  the  cost  of  performing  the  con¬ 
servation  measure.  There  was  a  direct  rela¬ 
tionship  between  acreage  allotments  and  a 
portion  of  the  payments  made  under  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  prior  to  1944,  but  it  no  longer  exists. 


Also,  the  present  average  ACP  amount  of 
cost  sharing  of  less  than  $100  is  not  large 
enough  to  be  a  strong  incentive  for  farmers 
to  comply  with  acreage  allotments. 

The  principal  effect  of  this  restriction— 

Namely,  the  Holland  amendment — 
on  ACP  assistance  will  be  to  discourage  con¬ 
servation  on  family-type  farms.  Since  it  is 
expected  that  most  farmers  will  comply  with 
marketing-quota  provisions,  the  eligibility 
requirement  of  section  348  will  affect  princi¬ 
pally  farmers  with  corn  allotments  and  farm¬ 
ers  with  less  than  15-acre  wheat  allotments. 
Under  marketing-quota  requirements  a 
farmer  with  a  wheat  allotment  less  than  15 
acres  is  permitted  to  grow  and  harvest  15 
acres  of  wheat  without  incurring  a  market¬ 
ing-quota  penalty.  This  exemption,  how¬ 
ever,  does  not  apply  to  the  ACP  eligibility 
requirement  of  section  348. 

The  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
Mr.  True  D.  Morse,  continues  as  follows, 
in  his  letter  or  report  to  the  committee : 

Based  on  past  experience  that  there  will 
be  about  750,000  farms  with  a  1955  wheat- 
acreage  allotment  of  less  than  15  acres.  A 
high  percentage  of  these  farms  is  expected 
to  take  advantage  of  the  15-acre  limit  and 
thereby  become  ineligible  for  1955  ACP 
assistance.  It  is  estimated  that  there  will 
be  1,600,000  farms  with  a  1955  corn  allot¬ 
ment.  Based  on  the  compliance  obtained 
in  1954  it  is  likely  that  up  to  60  percent, 
or  almost  1  million  farms,  will  have  excess 
corn  acreage  in  1955  which  would  make  them 
ineligible  for  1955  ACP  payments.  Even 
though  some  farms  with  small  wheat  allot¬ 
ments  also  grow  corn  and  would  be  included 
in  both  of  the  foregoing  estimates,  it  is 
likely  that  substantially  more  than  1  mil¬ 
lion  farms  would  not  be  eligible  for  ACP 
payments,  due  to  the  provisions  of  section 
348. 

Elimination  of  this  entire  requirement  of 
eligibility  is  desirable.  Its  repeal  would  not 
require  additional  appropriations. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of 
“this  report. 

“  Sincerely  yours, 

True  D.  Morse, 

Under  Secretary. 

Mr.  President,  at  the  time  of  our  hear¬ 
ings,  we  were  privileged  to  have  the 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Earl 
L.  Butz,  appear  before  us.  He  presented 
a  letter  to  the  subcommittee ;  and,  later, 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
Mr.  Peterson,  also  testified  in  behalf  of 
the  Department. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  Mr.  Butz, 
in  his  letter  of  March  10,  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  had 
this  to  say: 

Since  the  passage  of  Public  Law  690,  farm¬ 
ers  have  been  expecting  to  be  permitted  to 
adjust  their  planted  acreage  to  come  within 
the  allotment  on  each  basic  crop  if  they 
so  desired.  To  change  at  this  time,  with 
respect  to  the  1955  crop,  would  lead  to  much 
dissatisfaction,  misunderstanding,  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  difficulty  in  connection  with 
some  crops,  particularly  corn  and  rice. 

The  Department  believes  that  the  provi¬ 
sion  for  adjusting  the  planted  acreage  to 
the  allotment  should  be  applicable  equally 
to  all  the  basic  commodities.  In  our  opin¬ 
ion  the  provision  in  the  present  law  should 
be  retained. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of 
this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Earl  L.  Butz, 
Acting  Secretary. 
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Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  point  out  that 
not  only  did  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  support  the  particular  change  we 
are  recommending,  but  furthermore,  the 
National  Farmers  Union  supported  it,  as 
did,  I  believe,  the  National  Grange.  No 
objection  was  registered,  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  of  one  from  the  American  Farm 
Bureau;  and  its  objection  was  not  an 
across-the-board  objection,  so  to  speak. 
It  wanted  some  modification  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  provisions  of  section  348,  but  did  not 
wish  to  go  so  far  as  the  committee  ulti¬ 
mately  decided  to  go. 

I  do  not  believe  much  more  need  be 
said  regarding  the  bill,  except  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  was  con¬ 
tacted  only  recently,  in  light  of  the  fact 
that  I  had  heard  that  amendments 
would  be  offered.  I  wish  to  read  the 
statement  reaffirming  the  position  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture; 

After  careful  additional  review  and  analy¬ 
sis  by  the  Department  of  the  proposal  to 
repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  we  wish 
to  reaffirm  our  position  that  this  section  be 
repealed.  While  the  amendments  pro¬ 
posed — 

That  is  to  say,  the  amendments  which 
I  gather  will  be  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  and  other 
Senators;  and  it  is  to  those  amendments 
that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is 
directing  its  attention  in  this  memoran¬ 
dum — 

while  the  amendments  proposed  by  Senator 
Holland  with  respect  to  certain  technical 
objections  which  we  had  to  this  section  are 
generally  met,  nevertheless,  we  feel  that 
there  should  be  no  relationship  betwefen 
eligibility  for  ACP  payments  and  participa¬ 
tion  in  an  allotment  and  marketing  quota 
program.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  market¬ 
ing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  all  basic  commod¬ 
ities  except  corn,  the  eligibility  requirement 
of  section  348  will,  even  after  amendment, 
affect  principally  those  farmers  with  corn 
allotments.  Also,  there  will  necessarily  be 
a  tremendous  amount  of  administrative  de¬ 
tail.  In  view  of  the  principle  involved  and 
the  discriminatory  nature  of  the  present 
legislation,  we  recommend  repeal  of  section 
348. 

Mr.  President,  strange  as  it  may  seem, 
I  am  hereby  presenting  an  administra¬ 
tion  proposal.  This  is  a  unique  position 
for  me  to  occupy,  but  I  am  doing  it  with 
a  certain  amount  of  pleasure  and  with 
deep  conviction. 

I  am  confident  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  found  that  section  348, 
as  now  written,  is  a  hindrance  to  an  ef¬ 
fective  soil-conservation  program,  rather 
than  a  help  to  the  so-called  acreage- 
and-production-quota  program. 

Therefore,  the  Department  and  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  recommend  the  repeal  of  this 
section,  as  proposed  by  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to 
me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Neu- 
berger  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  If  the  bill  shall  be 
passed,  is  it  not  altogether  possible  that 
the  soil-conservation  program  will  be 
stimulated,  rather  than  hampered? 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  the  view 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  In 
that  connection,  I  called  attention  to 
the  letter  of  the  Under  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture,  Mr.  Butz,  and  also  the  testi¬ 
mony  before  our  subcommittee  of  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr. 
Peterson.  It  was  felt  that  the  present 
limitation  does  nothing  to  strengthen 
acreage  allotments  and  production  quo¬ 
tas,  but  has  substantially  weakened  what 
we  call  the  participating  program  in  soil 
conservation,  by  means  of  which  the 
farmer  and  the  Government  work  to¬ 
gether  in  the  soil-conservation  program, 
particularly  in  the  case  of  the  family- 
type  farms.  I  believe  we  must  view  this 
matter  on  the  basis  of  what  is  best  for 
soil  conservation. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Is  it  not  also  true 
that  the  law  provides  appropriate  pen¬ 
alties  in  cases  where  they  are  applicable, 
anyway? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct;  it 
does. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  As  I  recall — and  per¬ 
haps  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  will 
wish  to  refresh  my  recollection — the  bill 
is  not  only  supported  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  two  of  the  large  farm 
organizations,  but  also  is  supported  by 
the  committee.  I  believe  it  was  unani¬ 
mously  approved  by  our  committee.  I 
know  it  was  unanimously  approved  by 
the  subcommittee,  and  I  believe  it  was 
unanimously  approved  and  ordered  re¬ 
ported  by  the  full  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  although  with 
certain  reservations. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct.  I 
qualify  my  statement  by  saying  that  I 
believe  1  or  2  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  were  absent,  but  were  polled.  It  is 
correct  that  all  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  present  or  polled  voted  in  the  af¬ 
firmative. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  That  is  correct.  As  ad¬ 
ditional  support  for  that  position,  let  me 
point  out  that  at  the  bottom  of  page  4 
of  the  report  will  be  found  a  list  of  a 
large  number  of  Members  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  who  have  introduced 
bills  along  the  same  general  line.  In¬ 
cluded  in  the  list  are  members  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture,  as  well 
as  other  Members  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives;  and  they  are  rather  evenly 
divided  as  between  the  two  political 
parties. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Furthermore,  let 
me  point  out  that  a  number  of  Senators 
have  introduced  similar  bills. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  For  instance,  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Clements! 
introduced  such  a  bill  on  January  6 ;  and 
similar  bills  were  introduced  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt  1, 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson], 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case],  and  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Young!.  In  the  committee 
there  was  some  discussion  as  to  whether 
we  should  report  a  Senate  bill  on  this 
subject;  but  in  order  to  expedite  the  tak¬ 
ing  of  action  by  the  entire  Congress — 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  immediate  re¬ 
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peal  of  this  provision  is  important  for 
farmers,  in  connection  with  their  plan¬ 
ning  of  soil  conservation — we  determined 
to  report  to  the  Senate  the  House  bill, 
and  thus  expedite  the  passage  of  the 
proposed  legislation.  However,  I  think 
it  should  be  clear  that  the  Senators  who 
sponsored  separate  bills  on  this  subject 
had  in  mind  the  same  objective.  In  fact, 
several  of  the  bills  are  in  identical  lan¬ 
guage. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  That  is  correct. 

I  should  also  like  to  say  that  I  wish  to 
join  with  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
in  urging  our  colleagues  not  to  endeavor 
to  load  up  this  little  corrective  amend¬ 
ment  with  any  other  amendment  at  this 
time,  for  this  is  something  which  it  is 
necessary  for  us  to  do  soon  and  quickly 
if  the  maximum  benefit  is  to  be  had. 

So  I  hope  nothing  which  would  result 
in  further  delay  on  the  House  side  will 
be  done. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  state  for 
the  Record  the  name  of  the  witness  rep¬ 
resenting  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
who  appeared  before  the  committee.  He 
is  the  Honorable  Ervin  L.  Peterson,  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  The 
Acting  Administrator  of  the  Agricultural 
Conservation  Program  Service,  Mr.  F.  G. 
Ritchie,  also  appeared. 

If  my  colleagues  will  examine  pages 
7,  8,  and  9  of  the  hearings,  they  will  find 
that  Mr.  Ritchie  and  Mr.  Peterson  un¬ 
qualifiedly  endorse  this  particular  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  Ritchie  was  asked  by  me: 

Have  you  thought  that  the  operation  of 
section  348  has  Impaired  or  impeded  in  any 
way  your  ACP  program? 

That  was  the  question  I  asked  the  Act¬ 
ing  Director  of  the  Agricultural  Con¬ 
servation  Program  Service  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  Mr.  Ritchie 
responded  to  my  question  as  follows: 

I  believe  it  has,  as  it  applied  to  these 
crops,  such  as  corn  and  wheat,  particularly. 
We  find  a  good  many  farmers  who  come  to 
the  county  offices  to  see  about  getting  cost, 
sharing  under  the  ACP  on  the  conservation 
work  that  they  would  like  to  do.  We  have 
to  inform  them  about  the  provisions  of  this 
section  of  the  act,  to  be  sure  that  they  are 
not  misled  and  go  ahead  and  do  their  work 
and  then  find  themselves  ineligible  for  ACP 
help.  A  large  portion  of  them,  when  they 
find  that  they  have  to  comply  with  all  of  the 
allotments,  decide  that  they  will  just  forego 
the  conservation  activity. 

Listen  to  this: 

So  we  feel  like  it  is  deterring  the  achieve¬ 
ment  of  conservation,  out  of  proportion  to 
the  benefits  that  it  is  getting  in  causing 
these  farmers  to  comply  with  the  allotments. 

That  answers  the  question  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Thur¬ 
mond],  Mr.  Ritchie  says: 

So  we  feel  like  it  is  deterring  the  achieve¬ 
ment  of  conservation,  out  of  proportion  to 
the  benefits  that  it  is  getting  in  causing 
these  farmers  to  comply  with  the  allotments. 

Then  I  asked  the  following  question: 

Senator  Humphrey.  In  other  words,  the 
penalty  is  not  sufficient  to  get  compliance 
under  the  allotment,  but  the  loss  of  the 
benefits  under  ACP  could  in  some  way  re¬ 
tard  some  of  your  efforts  in  soil  conservation? 

Mr.  Ritchie.  That  is  correct. 
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Later  we  had  the  testimony  of  Mr. 
Lynn,  legislative  director  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Farm  Bureau  Federation.  As  I  have 
stated,  Mr.  Lynn  took  a  little  different 
point  of  view.  This  is  what  he  had  to  say 
as  his  concluding  statement: 

May  I  conclude  by  saying  that  I  recognize 
that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  has  rec¬ 
ommended  the  repeal  of  section  348  and  that 
we  are  the  only  witness  recommending  the 
continuance  of  section  348.  We  would  cer¬ 
tainly  hope  that  the  committee  would  give 
serious  consideration  to  this  particular  sec¬ 
tion.  If  it  seems  advisable  to  amend  this 
section  to  do  what  I  suggested  before,  to 
take  care  of  these  smaller  farmers  who  need 
to  put  out  enough  corn  to  fill  their  silo,  or 
the  small  wheat  farmer  who  needs  to  plant 
enough  wheat  for  his  own  home  consump¬ 
tion,  up  to  15  acres,  we  would  support  an 
amendment  to  section  348  to  so  provide. 

Even  the  Farm  Bureau  Federation 
recognizes  that  the  present  provisions  of 
law  are  undesirable,  in  the  sense  that 
they  do  not  strengthen  production  con¬ 
trols,  and  do  not  provide  for  improve¬ 
ment  in  soil  conservation. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
first  to  clear  up  any  question  as  to  the 
support  of  this  measure  in  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.  I  have 
no  doubt  that  the  statement  which  has 
been  made,  that  the  members  present 
voted  to  report  House  bill  1573,  is  cor¬ 
rect.  However,  several  members  of  the 
committee  were  not  present.  Upon  the 
table  there  is  a  printed  amendment,  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute,  submitted  by 
three  members  of  the  committee,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  former  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  former 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  the  senior 
Senator  from  Florida,  in  which  they  are 
joined  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Watkins].  Three  of  the  four 
authors  of  the  substitute  amendment  are 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry,  and  we  were  not  in 
accord  with  the  bill  as  originally  intro¬ 
duced  and  as  reported.  Instead,  we  have 
submitted  a  substitute  which  we  think 
would  effectively  clear  up  the  difficulties 
mentioned  by  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota,  and  not  cripple  the  enforcement 
of  the  price-support  program  in  the  way 
it  would  be  crippled  by  the  enactment  of 
the  proposed  repeal  measure. 

The  second  thing  I  wish  to  say  is  that, 
while  this  amendment  bears  my  name, 
and  I  am  proud  to  have  it  bear  my  name, 
the  fact  is  that  the  amendment  is  a  prod¬ 
uct  of  the  thinking  of  the  American  Farm 
Bureau  Federation,  as  reflected  in  resolu¬ 
tions  adopted  by  it  last  year,  and  also  last 
December,  at  the  last  annual  convention. 
The  Farm  Bureau  Federation  of  my  own 
State  likewise  is  very  strongly  in  support 
of  the  amendment. 

What  did  the  provision  which  is  sought 
to  be  repealed  by  the  pending  measure 
do?  It  enacted,  in  a  weakened  way,  a 
provision  of  law  with  reference  to  all 
basic  commodities,  which  had  been  effec¬ 
tive  as  to  cotton,  one  of  the  basic  com¬ 
modities,  continuously  since  1933,  with¬ 
out  doing  violence  to  the  producers 
of  cotton,  but,  to  the  contrary,  with  the 
accomplishment  of  sound  objectives  by 
way  of  closer  adherence  to  the  allotted 


acreages  than  was  found  in  the  case  of 
some  of  the  other  great  industries,  nota¬ 
bly  the  corn  industry. 

In  1933  the  original  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  was  enacted.  I  think  all 
Members  of  the  Senate  will  recall  that 
it  was  held  unconstitutional  in  1936.  Up 
to  that  time  a  single  measure  dealt  with 
the  entire  field  of  price  support,  conser¬ 
vation,  and  other  objectives  in  this  field 
designed  to  bring  greater  prosperity  to 
agriculture. 

Under  the  system  of  rental  and  benefit 
payments  which  prevailed  under  that 
act,  the  linking  together  of  the  conser¬ 
vation  payment  and  the  price-support 
structure  was  effectively  accomplished. 

After  1936,  immediately  upon  the  rul¬ 
ing  of  the  Supreme  Court  that  the  orig¬ 
inal  AAA  Act  was  unconstitutional,  Con¬ 
gress  enacted,  within  a  few  weeks,  the 
original  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act  of  1936,  which  was  the 
first  exclusive  conservation  measure  in 
this  field. 

Under  that  measure  as  well,  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  cotton,  the  same  provision  was 
applicable.  In  1938  that  measure  was 
reenacted  in  more  perfect  form,  and  a 
part  of  the  act  of  that  year  was  section 
348,  which  Congress  amended  last  year. 
It  has  been  in  force  continuously  since 
that  time. 

Let  me  read  section  348  in  the  act  of 
1938,  which  applied  solely  to  cotton.  I 
omit  certain  words  which  are  unneces¬ 
sary  in  giving  the  full  meaning  of  that 
section : 

Any  person  who  knowingly  plants  cotton 
in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  shall 
not  be  eligible  for  any  payment  under  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  as  amended. 

From  1938  until  last  year,  1954,  that 
provision  was  in  force.  Not  only  did  no 
harm  result  from  it  to  the  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  producers  of  cotton  in  the 
United  States,  but  a  better  performance 
in  living  up  to  acreage  allotments  was 
accomplished  by  the  cotton  industry 
than  was  found  in  some  of  the  other  in¬ 
dustries,  in  which  no  such  provision  ap¬ 
plied.  I  think  the  record  shows  very 
clearly  that  the  cotton  industry  is  one  of 
the  great  industries  which  has  not  cost 
the  American  people  heavily  under  the 
price-support  program  or  the  soil-con¬ 
servation  program.  To  the  contrary, 
cotton  farmers  have  stood  by  their  guns. 
They  have  stood  by  each  other,  and  have 
stood  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  the  Nation  in  very  strictly  observing 
their  acreage  allotments.  Without 
doubt,  this  particular  section  played 
some  part  in  that  strict  observance. 

When  the  measure  was  before  the 
Senate  last  year,  as  Senators  will  recall, 
a  situation  was  presented  in  which  we 
were  endeavoring  to  save  a  price  sup¬ 
port  program,  with  little  reductions,  at 
most,  for  any  commodity,  and  with  no 
reductions  from  the  90  percent  price 
support  program  in  the  case  of  com¬ 
modities  of  which  no  great  surpluses  were 
created — in  other  words,  commodities 
the  producers  of  which  imposed  self 
discipline. 

At  the  time  of  the  consideration  of 
that  measure  I  offered  on  the  floor  the 


amendment  which  extended  section  348, 
which  had  been  in  force  since  1938  as 
to  cotton,  so  as  to  apply  to  all  basic  com¬ 
modities,  including  cotton. 

In  re-writing  the  amendment  at  that 
time  we  made  it  a  weaker  provision,  but 
we  thought  a  fairer  provision,  than  that 
which  had  been  contained  in  the  original 
section  348,  because  the  original  section 
348  provided  that  if  a  grower  knowingly 
over-planted  he  should  forfeit  his  right 
to  soil-conservation  payments. 

As  we  rewrote  the  provision  in  the  bill 
last  year,  we  used  the  words  “any  person 
who  knowingly  harvests.”  That  made  it 
possible  for  him  to  adjust  his  acreage 
throughout  the  period  of  production,  in 
the  event  he  found  that  he  was  over  his 
allotment,  or  in  the  event  there  was 
some  trespassing  upon  his  allotment  next 
year. 

The  form  in  which  the  measure  was 
enacted  last  year  is  one  of  the  things, 
it  seems  to  me,  that  operates  as  a  road¬ 
block  in  our  present  discussion,  and  it 
seems  to  me  that  possible  support  for 
the  measure,  which  is  now  under  con¬ 
sideration,  comes  from  those  who  op¬ 
posed  the  bill  of  last  year. 

Perhaps  the  three  Senators  w:ho  gave 
the  strongest  or  most  active  support  to 
the  enactment  of  the  bill  last  year  were 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken], 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson],  and  the  senior  Senator  from 
Florida.  We  were  proud  to  give  that 
support.  We  are  not  found  in  support 
of  this  reepal  measure  because  we  believe 
it  is  a  salutary  thing  to  provide  that  the 
Government  shall  not,  out  of  one  of  its 
pockets,  pay  money  to  growlers  to  whom 
it  is  offering  a  very  generous  program 
out  of  another  pocket,  when  such  grow¬ 
ers  refuse  to  play  fair  to  the  second 
pocket,  although  they  share  in  the  gov¬ 
ernmental  payments  from  the  second 
pocket  which  continue  in  such  large 
measure,  in  so  many  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars.  That  is  how  simple  it  is. 

If  a  grower  wants  to  play  ball  with  his 
fellows  and  with  his  own  Government 
and  with  the  people  of  the  Nation,  who 
are  providing  funds  so  generously  in 
order  that  there  may  be  some  stability 
in  his  industry,  he  should  at  least  be 
willing  to  be  fair  enough  not  to  trespass 
upon  the  acreage  allotments  which  are 
given  him,  and  which  represents  his  fair 
share  of  the  total  amount  available  for 
his  industry.  It  seems  to  me  that  is  a  fair 
condition  to  impose  upon  him,  namely, 
that  he  shall  observe  the  provisions  of 
the  price-support  program,  as  made  ap¬ 
plicable  to  him  through  his  acreage  al¬ 
lotments,  if  he  is  to  hold  out  his  other 
hand  and  ask  the  Federal  Government  to 
pay  largess  for  carrying  on  practices 
which  are  good  for  him,  and  which,  as  a 
rule,  he  should  carry  on  regardless  of 
whether  anyone  contributes  to  the  cost 
of  the  program. 

I  do  not  have  a  great  deal  more  to  say 
on  this  subject,  except  that  I  wish  to 
voice  some  disappointment  with  the 
fact — and  it  is  a  fact,  as  stated  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota — that  appar¬ 
ently  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is 
willing  to  blow  both  hot  and  cold  on  this 
matter.  It  blew  very  hot  last  year,  when, 
with  the  support  of  the  American  Farm 
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Bureau  Federation,  and  of  a  majority  of 
the  membership  of  both  Houses  of  Con¬ 
gress,  as  well  as  a  preponderance  of  the 
American  people,  Congress  enacted  a 
program  which  was  designed  better  to 
serve  agriculture  and  to  retain  price 
supports  for  certain  commodities. 

We  are  sorry  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  seen  fit  to  leave  us,  its 
advocates  of  last  year,  and  to  take  the 
position  that  repeal  of  this  provision 
should  now  be  accomplished. 

We  are  particularly  sorry  that  the  De¬ 
partment  sees  fit  to  base  its  position 
upon  something  which  cannot  yet  be 
demonstrated  at  all,  namely,  that  the 
provision  is  crippling  the  conservation 
program.  The  provision  did  not  become 
applicable  until  the  first  of  this  year. 
No  payments  under  it  can  be  made  until 
the  end  of  this  year.  No  one  knows  yet 
what  will  be  done  under  it.  If  one  reads 
the  testimony  carefully,  he  learns 
simply  that  certain  farmers,  when  in¬ 
formed  of  this  provision,  have  said  that 
they  would  rather  go  ahead  and  violate 
their  acreage  allotments  than  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  soil  conservation  program. 

Mr.  President,  what  I  say  now  I  say 
in  complete  good  humor.  So  far  as  I 
am  concerned,  if  any  farmer  wishes  de¬ 
liberately  to  violate  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  which  the  Government  has  pre¬ 
scribed  for  his  protection  and  for  the 
protection  of  his  fellow  farmers  and  the 
agricultural  industry,  I  am  willing  to 
have  him  abandon  his  right  to  claim 
money  from  the  Federal  Government  for 
pursuing  on  his  land  practices — sound 
practices,  I  may  say — which  he  ought  to 
be  willing  to  pursue  in  protection  of  him¬ 
self  and  of  his  own  land  and  its  values, 
even  without  Federal  assistance. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Florida 
if  there  may  not  be  2  or  3  situations 
which  might  possibly  be  corrected  by  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  very  glad  that 
the  Senator  from  Utah  has  made  that 
suggestion.  The  4  Senators  to  whom 
I  have  already  referred  have  prepared  a 
substitute  which  corrects  the  only  4 
embarrassing  situations  we  could  find 
lending  support  to  the  arguments  ad¬ 
vanced  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  It  corrects  them  entirely  without 
repealing  the  salutary  provisions  con¬ 
tained  in  section  348. 

It  seems  to  the  Senators  who  are  of¬ 
fering  the  amendment  that  what  the 
sponsors  of  the  bill  would  have  us  do  is 
to  cut  off  our  good  right  ai'm  because  we 
happen  to  have  a  hangnail  on  one  of 
the  fingei’s,  instead  of  giving  detailed 
and  specific  attention  to  the  hangnail. 

The  amendment  which  we  have  pre¬ 
pared  was  submitted  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture ;  and  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  through  its  Under  Secre¬ 
tary,  Mr.  Morse,  admitted  to  me  no  later 
than  this  morning  that  it  would  correct 
the  difficulties  of  which  the  Department 
is  cognizant,  although  he  reiterates  that 
it  was  the  preference  of  the  Department 


of  Agriculture  that  section  348  should  be 
repealed  entirely. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  to  with¬ 
hold  his  question  until  I  have  read  into 
the  Record  the  proposed  amendment,  in 
the  natui’e  of  a  substitute.  It  proposes 
that  the  measure  shall  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  348.  (a)  Any  person  who  knowingly 
harvests  an  acreage  of  any  basic  agricultural 
commodity  on  his  farm  which  has  been  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  in  excess  of 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  com¬ 
modity  for  the  farm  for  such  year  under 
this  title  shall  not  be  eligible  for  any  pay¬ 
ment  for  such  year  under  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as 
amended. 

So  far  as  those  words  go,  that  is  exact¬ 
ly  the  language  of  the  pi'esent  provision. 
Then  we  add  four  exemptions,  which 
comprise  all  the  exemptions  so  far  as  we 
could  hear  any  statement  made  by  any¬ 
one  that  should  be  made  in  the  revision 
of  the  act. 

Before  I  read  the  four  exemptions,  I 
think  I  should  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  and  to  other  Senators  that 
I  believe  they  will  recall  that  the  meas¬ 
ure  of  last  year  was  rewritten  in  con¬ 
ference;  that  this  particular  provision 
did  not  come  out  of  conference  in  the 
same  wording  in  which  it  was  submitted 
on  the  floor  and  debated  on  the  floor, 
and  that  in  rewriting  the  provision  in 
conference  there  were  omitted  some  of 
the  details,  which  it  now  appears  should 
have  been  included. 

I  read  those  four  exemptions  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  no  person 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  harvested  any  acre¬ 
age  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity  in 
excess  of  his  farm  acreage  allotment  by  rea¬ 
son  of  harvesting  corn  for  ensilage,  harvest¬ 
ing  wheat  in  an  amount  not  in  excess  of 
15  acres,  harvesting  a  commodity  or  a  crop 
with  respect  to  which  producers  have  re¬ 
jected  marketing  quotas  in  a  marketing- 
quota  referendum,  or  harvesting  peanuts  for 
seed  to  be  used  for  the  raising  of  peanuts 
to  be  hogged  off. 

“Hogged  off”  is  not  a  veiy  euphonious 
term.  It  is  used  in  the  peanut  belt  to 
denote  the  hax-vesting  of  a  crop  of  pea¬ 
nuts  entirely  by  turning  in  the  hogs  and 
letting  them  follow  their  natural  in¬ 
stincts  by  going  after  the  luscious  nut 
under  the  ground.  They  are  very  thor¬ 
ough  harvesters,  if  I  may  say  so. 

The  problems  covered  by  these  four 
provisions,  Mr.  President,  were  the  only 
ones,  with  the  exception  of  one  covered 
in  a  later  modification  of  the  bill  which 
I  shall  read,  which  we  were  able  to  find 
from  one  end  of  this  counti'y  to  the  other 
in  which  the  amendment  as  written  in 
the  present  law  offers  any  difficulties 
whatsoever. 

The  first  was  with  reference  to  farm 
acreage  for  the  production  of  corn  har¬ 
vested  for  ensilage;  that  is,  to  go  into 
silos  to  become  feed  on  the  farm  for  dairy 
cattle  or  livestock,  or  not  to  be  used  in 
connection  with  any  marketing. 

Second.  The  harvesting  of  wheat  in 
an  amount  not  in  excess  of  15  acres. 
There  is  a  marketing  quota  provision 
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which  allows  the  harvesting  of  15  acres 
of  wheat  without  penalty.  Judging  by 
the  letter  from  Mr.  Morse  or  by  the 
testimony  of  Mr.  Peterson,  if  there  is  any 
strong  feeling  at  all  on  the  part  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  it  is  that 
they  are  fearful  that  if  a  farmer  whose 
actual  allotment  may  have  been  5  or  10 
acres  planted,  despite  his  allotment,  up 
to  15  acres,  he  might  have  to  come  under 
this  provision.  I  think  that  is  a  highly 
strained  construction  of  the  law.  But 
whether  that  is  so  or  not,  the  substitute 
as  prepared  would  correct  that  situation. 

The  third  is  the  harvesting  of  a  com¬ 
modity  or  crop  with  respect  to  which  the 
producers  have  rejected  marketing  quo¬ 
tas  in  a  referendum.  That  speaks  for 
itself. 

The  fourth  is  the  harvesting  of  pea¬ 
nuts  for  seed  for  hogging-off  purposes. 
There  are  many  peanut  pi’oducers  who 
raise  peanuts  simply  for  the  purpose  of 
fattening  their  hogs.  Some  of  those 
producers  felt  they  should  be  allowed  to 
grow  peanuts  for  seed  in  order  that  they 
might  go  ahead  with  their  program. 

Mr.  President,  those  were  the  only 
four  situations  which  we  could  find  and 
which  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Fed¬ 
eration  could  find  from  one  end  of  the 
country  to  the  other  which  required  any 
special  treatment  under  the  act  to  make 
sure  they  would  be  exempted  so  that  no 
unfair  result  could  come  to  them  under 
the  pi'ovisions  of  the  act. 

There  was  likewise  a  matter  of  proce¬ 
dure  which  pi'oved  to  be  burdensome  and 
which  we  chose  to  correct  by  subdivision 
(b)  of  the  proposed  substitute,  which 
reads  as  follows: 

(b)  Persons  applying  for  any  payment  of 
money  under  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Do¬ 
mestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  shall  be 
required  to  establish  their  eligibility  for  such 
payment  under  this  section  in  such  manner 
as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe  by  regulation. 

That  paragraph  would  give  the  Seci-e- 
tary  the  authority  to  issue  regulations 
which  would  make  it  unnecessai'y  to  send 
out  notices  to  every  farmer,  even  though 
he  could  not  possibly  be  affected,  and 
would  save  an  enormous  amount  of  of¬ 
fice  work  which  under  present  regula¬ 
tions  would  be  required,  and  which  I 
understand  from  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  are  actually  required 
in  his  State,  although  there  was  no  direct 
implication  in  the  law  that  it  affected 
the  growers  of  his  State. 

So,  Mr.  President,  we  think  that  the 
substitute  is  by  all  means  the  sound 
method  of  approaching  the  problem, 
rather  than  the  repealing  of  a  provision 
which  is  salutary  and  which  we  think 
is  on  the  side  of  decency  in  that  it  pre¬ 
scribes  that  a  farmer  who  claims  largess 
from  the  Government  through  his  con¬ 
servation  payments  must  at  least  play 
fair  with  his  Government  and  with  other 
producers. 

Mr.  YOUNG  rose. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
wait  to  get  the  floor  in  my  own  right. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  Senator. 
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Mr.  YOUNG.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Florida.  I  shall  wait  until  I  can 
get  the  floor  in  my  own  right. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  after 
listening  to  the  Senator  from  Florida 
today,  and  having  heard  his  previously, 
I  am  convinced  that  he  is  correct,  and 
that  the  amendment  is  a  sound  approach 
to  the  problem.  I  recognize  the  fact  that 
there  are  difficulties  in  connection  with 
the  four  categories  which  he  has  men¬ 
tioned.  But  I  think  they  could  be  com¬ 
pletely  corrected  by  the  amendment 
ment  which  he  has  prepared.  I  was 
hoping  that  it  would  be  offered  and  that 
we  would  have  an  opportunity  to  discuss 
it  on  its  merits.  I  am  very  happy  to  join 
with  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Florida,  who  has  made  an  outstanding 
record  with  respect  to  agriculture  in  the 
United  States  since  he  entered  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  I  am  glad  to  go  along  with  him 
in  support  of  his  amendment. 

It  is  very  inconsistent,  indeed,  for  men 
who  operate  farms,  large  acreages,  who 
take  conservation  help  and  use  fertilizers 
to  increase  their  output,  to  ask  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  United  States  to  give 
them  compensation  benefits  when  they 
do  not  comply  with  at  least  the  spirit  of 
the  act. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Utah.  I  certainly 
agree  with  him  completely.  The  ques¬ 
tions  involved  must  be  decided,  whether 
my  amendment  is  actually  offered  or  not. 

I  have  been  disappointed  and  discour¬ 
aged  in  connection  with  the  idea  of  offer¬ 
ing  it,  because  I  learned  a  long  ago  that 
it  was  sort  of  a  futile  gesture  to  hand  a 
gun  to  a  man  who  would  not  fight,  or  to 
give  a  tool  to  a  man  who  would  not  work, 
or  to  present  a  program  to  a  man  who 
will  not  use  it.  I  believe  that  good,  firm 
leadership  in  this  field  would  lead  to  a 
correction  of  some  of  the  manifest 
abuses  in  connection  with  surpluses 
which  have  been  piled  sky  high  in  the 
warehouses  of  the  Nation  and  in  the 
ships  which  were  empty  before  they  were 
filled  with  surplus  products.  We  have 
all  been  looking  for  some  method  of  dis¬ 
posing  of  those  surpluses.  Many  meth¬ 
ods  have  been  suggested,  and  I  should 
like  to  think  most  of  them  are  wise.  But 
we  are  still  struggling  under  those  im¬ 
mense  surpluses.  As  I  recall  the  latest 
report  shows  a  billion  bushels  of  surplus 
wheat.  I  do  not  have  in  mind  the  exact 
amount  of  the  surplus  of  butter  and  milk 
products.  But  the  surpluses  are  so 
great  as  to  baffle  any  solution  that  has 
ever  been  suggested  along  the  line  of 
having  them  consumed  by  human  beings. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  have  actually 
turned  to  chickens  and  cattle  to  con¬ 
sume  great  amounts  of  dried  milk. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  am  a  farmer,  in  a 
small  way,  particularly  with  respect  to 
the  raising  of  fruit,  but  I  never  could  see 
a  sound  policy  in  any  law  which  provided 
aid  from  the  Government  for  doing  what 
I  was  already  doing  and  had  been  doing 
for  a  number  of  years,  such  as  fertilizing 
the  orchards.  I  think  that  applies  all 
down  the  line.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  the 


program  is  unreasonable  it  is  going  to 
be  difficult  to  continue  to  sell  it  to  the 
American  people,  particularly  if  we  con¬ 
tinue  to  allow  these  absurd  situations  to 
develop. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thoroughly  agree 
with  the  Senator.  I  think  all  the  public- 
opinion  polls  which  have  been  conducted 
in  urban  areas  or  in  areas  where  perish¬ 
able  agricultural  commodities  are  pro¬ 
duced,  and  in  other  areas  of  the  Nation, 
have  shown  rather  conclusively  that  the 
general  public  was  pretty  well  “fed  up” 
on  the  program  under  which  we  were  op¬ 
erating  until  last  year.  I  think  the  pub¬ 
lic  is  hoping  that  the  program  we 
adopted  last  year  will  be  given  a  fair 
chance  to  be  effective.  I  cannot  imagine 
anything  which  will  be  more  discourag¬ 
ing  than  to  have  word  go  out — and  it 
must  go  out  if  this  bill  is  passed— that 
instead  of  strengthening  the  program, 
we  are  actually  weakening  it. 

I  repeat:  The  provision  as  to  cotton 
has  been  in  effect  throughout  the  dura¬ 
tion  of  the  law,  and  it  has  proved  to  be 
a  salutary  provision. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  will  yield  first  to 
the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

I  cannot  imagine  anything  more  dis¬ 
couraging  and  disheartening  to  persons 
who  are  looking  hopefully  to  balanced 
budgets  and  to  industries  which  will 
more  or  less  stand  on  their  own,  though 
I  fully  agree  that  as  to  the  basics  and  as 
to  some  other  products  we  must  have 
some  support-price  program,  than  to 
learn  that  the  White  Knight  who  led 
them  so  hopefully  to  higher  ground  last 
year  has  begun  to  be  a  little  fearful  as 
to  whether  he  can  lead  successfully.  I 
think  it  will  be  a  most  disappointing  and 
discouraging  experience. 

Speaking  only  for  myself,  as  one  of  the 
strong  advocates  of  his  program  last 
year  on  the  floor  and  elsewhere,  a  pro¬ 
gram  which  was  mine  before  he  came 
into  the  picture  2  years  ago,  it  is  dis¬ 
couraging  to  me  to  find  a  suggestion  in 
the  report  that  there  is  no  connection 
between  the  conservation  program  and 
the  price-support  program.  To  that 
subject,  I  shall  devote  a  little  further 
attention  in  a  moment. 

I  now  yield  to  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  appreciate  what,  the 
Senator  from  Florida  has  been  saying. 
He  had  been  giving  a  very  accurate 
resume  of  the  situation  with  which  we 
are  confronted. 

When  anyone  says  there  has  never 
been  any  connection  between  the  AGP 
program  and  controls,  he  is  simply  in¬ 
correct,  because  there  has  been  such  a 
connection  for  years  past. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  the  Senator  from  Florida 
and  others  of  us  have  proposed  exempts 
from  the  provisions  of  section  348  the 
small  wheatgrower,  who  has  no  voice  in 
the  determination  of  whether  he  shall 
be  placed  under  controls  or  not;  inas¬ 
much  as  it  exempts  the  dairy  farmer, 
who  grows  corn  for  silage,  and  does  not 
market  his  corn  anyway;  inasmuch  as 
it  exempts  peanuts,  which  are  “hogged 
off”  if  planted  in  excess  acreage,  or  per¬ 


haps  are  kept  for  seed;  inasmuch  as  it 
relieves  State  officials  who  are  concerned 
with  soil  conservation  from  sending 
questionnaires  to  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  farmers  who  are  not  affected  at  all 
or  who  do  not  produce  basic  commodi¬ 
ties  for  marketing  anyway;  does  it  not 
then  appear  that  the  only  possible  rea¬ 
son  for  insisting  upon  the  bill  as  reported 
by  the  committee,  rather  than  the  Hol¬ 
land  amendment,  would  be  to  give  the 
green  light  to  the  corporation  farmers, 
the  large  farmers,  to  go  ahead  and  plant 
in  excess  of  their  fair  allotment  without 
incurring  the  penalty  provided  by  sec¬ 
tion  348? 

Is  not  that  the  only  possible  reason 
anyone  could  have  for  voting  for  the 
bill  as  reported  instead  of  for  the  Holland 
amendment? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  certainly  is  one 
of  the  very  persuasive  reasons.  I  think 
there  is  another  reason,  as  to  which  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  and  I  might  not 
be  in  complete  accord,  having  to  do  with 
an  event  which  will  occur  in  November 
of  next  year.  But  that  I  shall  waive  for 
the  moment. 

I  thoroughly  agree  with  the  position 
taken  by  the  Senator  from  Vermont  to 
the  effect  that  the  bill,  if  enacted  as  it  is 
now  before  the  Senate,  would  simply 
play  into  the  hands  of  the  large,  mecha¬ 
nized  farmers  who  are  already  producing 
at  a  unit  cost  very  much  less  than  that 
of  the  family  farmers;  and  it  would  put 
every  Member  of  the  Senate  who  votes 
for  the  bill  in  the  position  of  going  fur¬ 
ther  and  further  toward  the  stamping 
out  of  the  family-type  farms  and  the  re¬ 
moval  of  the  protection  which  now  is 
accorded  to  family-type  farmers,  and 
which,  under  our  proposed  substitute, 
would  be  generously  extended  to  all  the 
small  wheat  farmers,  all  the  small  corn 
and  dairy  farmers,  and  all  the  other 
groups  which  the  Senate  from  Vermont 
has  mentioned. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  the  Senator  will  per¬ 
mit  me  to  say  so,  if  things  in  a  certain 
political  party  continue  to  go  as  they 
appear  to  be  going  at  this  time,  I  am  not 
so  certain  that  there  will  be  much  dis¬ 
agreement  between  the  Senator  from 
Florida  and  me  in  November  of  next 
year — and  I  am  not  referring  to  the  Re¬ 
publican  Party. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  stated,  when  I  ad¬ 
verted  to  that  question,  that  I  did  not 
expect  to  find  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  and  myself  in  complete  accord 
when  we  got  into  that  field.  I  have  not 
been  disappointed  in  his  reaction  to  it. 

But  certainly,  with  the  exception  of 
the  point  which  he  has  strongly  made, 
the  other  point  which  I  have  suggest¬ 
ed — and  I  have  only  suggested  it — is 
about  the  only  other  argument  I  can  see 
for  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Speaking  only  for  myself,  and  not  from 
a  partisan  standpoint,  I  should  dislike 
greatly  to  think  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  whom  I  have  found  to  be 
highly  nonpartisan  in  his  approach  to 
problems,  had  another  approach  to  this 
particular  problem.  I  am  simply  regret¬ 
ful  that  he  is  surrounded  apparently  by 
advisers  who,  I  think,  have  carried  him 
into  strange  lanes  and  alleys  in  the 
reaching  of  the  conclusion  which  he  ap- 
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pears  to  have  reached  as  to  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  further  to 
the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  As  a  result  of  oral  dis¬ 
cussions  with  some  of  the  officials  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  I  have  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  although  they  are 
reluctant  to  reverse  the  position  which 
had  previously  been  taken,  or  even  to 
modify  it,  they  would  find  it  highly  pos¬ 
sible  to  apply  the  law  equitably  and 
fairly,  as  intended  by  Congress  under 
the  amendment  proposed  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  and  other  Senators.  I 
feel  certain  they  will  not  say  they  could 
not  apply  the  law  fairly;  but  when  he 
has  once  taken  a  position,  we  know  how 
reluctant  any  bureaucrat  is  to  change 
that  position,  or  even  to  modify  it. 

I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Florida 
that  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
there  are  certain  persons,  acting  in  an 
advisory  capacity,  who  sometimes  give 
the  Secretary  what  we  might  call  a  bum 
steer. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  is  unfortunate 
that  the  distinguished  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  not  had  the  time — and  he 
cannot  possibly  have  the  time  in  this 
or  any  other  matter — to  master  all  the 
details  himself,  because  I  have  great 
confidence  in  his  integrity,  his  soundness 
of  conscience,  and  his  desire  to  serve  all 
the  people  and  all  the  producers  in  any 
agricultural  group.  I  simply  differ  with 
him  very  strongly  in  the  soundness  of 
the  conclusion  to  which  he  has  attained ; 
whether  by  guidance  or  by  thinking  of 
his  own,  I  am  not  able  to  say. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Would  not  the  Senator 
from  Florida  agree,  too,  that  we  must 
be  watching  the  entire  principle  under¬ 
lying  farm  -programs  in  the  United 
States?  I  am  certain  the  Senator  is 
aware  of  the  reports  which  have  been 
circulating  to  the  effect  that  the  wheat 
growers  this  year  may  vote  down  con¬ 
trols.  I  believe  the  Senator  is  aware  of 
the  unrest  which  is  developing  rapidly 
in  the  cotton  growing  areas,  and  of  the 
growing  demand  on  the  part  of  cotton 
growers  that  they  be  permitted  to  run 
their  own  business,  to  recover  the  mar¬ 
kets  they  have  lost  during  recent  years, 
and  to  prosper  under  their  own  steam. 

Furthermore,  if  I  may  add  another 
point,  I  think  one  clear  red  light,  or  at 
least  caution  light,  which  was  lit  before 
us  in  the  last  2  weeks,  was  the  spon¬ 
taneous  vote  by  a  substantial  majority, 
in  the  House  of  Representatives  last 
week  to  throw  peanuts  completely  out 
of  the  list  of  basic  commodities. 

Though  the  House  came  back  into  line 
later,  I  suspect  that  some  Members  felt 
the  sting  of  the  whip.  However,  a  pro¬ 
gram  cannot  be  operated  forever  with  a 
whip. 

I  think  we  should  take  warning  from 
the  fact  that  consumers  also  have  taken 
an  interest  in  what  is  going  on,  and  that 
the  next  time  a  commodity  is  voted  out 
of  the  law,  as  peanuts  were,  it  will  prob¬ 
ably  stay  out. 

I  think  we  should  take  heed  that  if 
we  have  a  program,  the  way  to  make  the 
program  permanent  and  successful  is  to 


make  it  work,  and  not  to  give  a  green 
light  to  violators  and  would-be  violators. 

Certainly  the  Holland  amendment 
overcomes  the  weaknesses  of  section  348. 
There  were  weaknesses  in  that  section. 
I  admit  that.  I  know  it  now.  But  if  it 
is  desired  to  go  beyond  that,  if  it  is  the 
intention  to  say  to  the  corporation  farm¬ 
ers,  the  wheat  farmers  producing  on 
1,000,  2,000,  or  5,000  acres,  “Go  ahead 
and  overplant;  you  will  get  your  money 
just  the  same,”  we  will  be  inviting  trou¬ 
ble  for  farm  programs  generally. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  could  not  more 
thoroughly  agree  with  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Vermont.  I  think  we 
would  be  inviting  not  only  trouble,  but 
also  disaster  of  the  most  grievous  sort, 
if  we  took  a  step  of  that  kind  at  this 
time,  when  the  program  voted  last  year, 
including  the  portion  of  it  now  under 
discussion,  is  just  going  into  effect.  I 
may  say  that  the  Senator  from  Florida 
has  tried  to  show  rather  clearly  his  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  fact  that  some  of  the 
producers  in  some  agricultural  industries 
are  going  to  be  finding  much  difficulty 
this  year.  I  joined  in  increasing  the 
estimate  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  for  the  ACP  program  from  $195 
million  to  $250  million  solely  because  I 
thought  that  there  ought  to  be  a  little 
heavier  cushion.  I  want  to  have  that 
cushion.  But,  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
want  to  have  available  a  cushion  which 
will  depend  for  its  availability  upon  ex¬ 
cesses  and  abuses  and  violations  on  the 
part  of  the  individuals  who  receive  acre¬ 
age  allotments,  and  who  I  think,  in  de¬ 
cency  and  in  honor,  ought  to  observe 
those  allotments  if  they  expect  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  ACP  program. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  should  like  to  call  to 
the  attention  of  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  a  fact  of  which  I  am 
sure  he  must  have  become  aware  from 
the  letter  of  the  Under  Secretary  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  True  D. 
Morse,  which  appears  on  page  2  of  the 
report,  in  which  he  says,  without  equivo¬ 
cation  of  any  kind:  “The  Department 
approves  of  this  proposed  legislation” — 
period. 

I  notice  that  the  distinguished  former 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  questioned  the  wisdom 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in 
making  that  decision,  and  figured  per¬ 
haps  it  reached  an  erroneous  conclusion. 
In  that  event,  I  wonder  if  perhaps  the 
Senator  does  not  consider  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  which  he  feels 
could  be  wrong  now,  might  not  have  been 
even  more  wrong  a  year  ago,  when  it 
was  recommending,  along  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator,  the  abandonment  of 
the  90-percent  price-support  program. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  think  that  incon¬ 
sistency  could  not  be  chargeable  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  because  he  was  wrong  last  year  and 
he  is  wrong  now.  Those  who  are  sup¬ 
porting  the  pending  bill  are  the  ones  who 
opposed  the  salutary  program  of  last 
year,  including  my  distinguished  friend, 
the  senior  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

If  I  could  hear  those  who  were  strong 
advocates  of  the  price-support  program 
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last  year  come  forward  and  say,  “Here  is 
something  to  make  the  present  program 
work  better,”  I  would  be  very  much  com¬ 
forted.  But  though  I  have  listened  in¬ 
tently,  I  have  not  heard  the  first  com¬ 
ment  from  a  Senator  who  took  such  a 
position  about  bringing  into  sounder 
perspective  the  whole  price-support  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  What  we  are  trying  to 
do  is  to  correct,  at  least  to  a  minor  de¬ 
gree,  some  of  the  major  mistakes  of  those 
who  last  year  supported  a  change  in  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Since  the  Senator 
has  adverted  to  the  statement  of  Mi’. 
True  D.  Morse,  I  should  like  to  call  at¬ 
tention  to  the  fact  that  the  middle  sen¬ 
tence  in  the  very  paragraph  from  which 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  has  read 
does  not  hold  up.  That  sentence  reads: 

There  was  a  direct  relationship  between 
acreage  allotments  and  a  portion  of  the 
payments  made  under  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  prior  to  1944, 
but  it  no  longer  exists. 

I  have  had  this  matter  up,  in  some 
detail,  with  the  Solicitor’s  office  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  and  it  has 
been  admitted  to  me  that  they  could 
not  point  to  a  law  under  which  that 
change  was  accomplished. 

Furthermore,  it  is  quite  clear  to  me, 
and  I  think  it  will  be  to  my  learned 
friend,  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota, 
that  not  only  has  there  been  the  closest 
kind  of  interlocking  between  the  two 
programs  from  the  first  year’s  legisla¬ 
tion  until  now — and  I  am  going  to  men¬ 
tion  the  various  steps  in  a  moment,  if 
I  may — but  in  the  last  two  appropria¬ 
tion  bills  there  is  specific  requirement 
providing  for  the  interlocking  of  the  two 
programs  in  the  action  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  in  spending  their 
soil-conservation  appropriations. 

I  hope  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  will  follow  me  while  I 
repeat  a  provision  from  the  current  com¬ 
pilation  issued  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  in  Agriculture  Handbook  No. 
79  of  January  1,  1955,  containing,  among 
other  things,  all  the  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Appropriation  Act  of  last 
year.  I  read  this  provision: 

That  in  carrying  out  the  1955  program — 

That  is  the  one  under  which  we  are 
working  now — 

the  Secretary  shall  give  particular  consid¬ 
eration  to  the  conservation  problems  on 
farmlands  diverted  from  crops  under  acre¬ 
age-allotment  programs. 

Not  only  were  the  two  programs  in¬ 
terlocked  already  by  provisions  which 
are  contained  in  the  legislation  which 
established  them — and  I  am  going  to 
mention  them  in  a  moment — but  the 
Senate  and  also  the  House,  in  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  appropriation  bill  last  year 
were  so  fearful  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  would  not  understand  that 
these  two  programs  were  interlocked  and 
were  interdependent  and  should  be  ad¬ 
ministered  together,  that  these  words 
were  placed  for  his  guidance  in  the  ap¬ 
propriation  bill,  and  I  read  them  again: 

That  in  carrying  out  the  1955  program 
the  Secretary  shall  give  particular  consid¬ 
eration  to  the  conservation  problems  on 
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farmlands  diverted  from  crops  under  acre¬ 
age-allotment  programs.. 

Of  course,  we  all  know  it  is  because 
of  the  diversion  of  more  than  30  mil¬ 
lion  acres,  under  the  retracted  programs 
of  the  last  2  years,  that  people  in  cer¬ 
tain  agricultural  industries  have  gotten 
into  the  great  straits  they  are  in. 

The  appropriations  measure  pending 
in  conference  has  practically  the  same 
words  in  both  the  House  and  Senate  ver¬ 
sions  of  the  bill.  The  matter  is  not  in 
conference  now.  I  read  'now  from  the 
House  print  of  the  measure  as  it  passed 
the  Senate,  including  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  and  this  was  not  a  Senate  amend¬ 
ment: 

Provided,  That  in  carrying  out  the  1956 
program — 

Now  we  are  looking  ahead  to  the  next 
year — 

The  Secretary  shall  give  particular  consider¬ 
ation  to  the  conservation  problems  on  farm 
lands  diverted  from  crops  under  acreage- 
allotment  programs. 

So  it  is  clear  that  not  merely  last 
year,  but  this  year  again,  the  whole 
membership  of  both  Houses  of  Congress 
has  understood  clearly  what  apparently 
whoever  wrote  the  letter  which  came  to 
the  committee  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  did  not  understand  that 
there  was  a  careful  interlocking  of  iden¬ 
tity,  interest,  and  objectives  between  the 
two  great  programs.  So  in  giving  in¬ 
structions  on  the  expenditures  of,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  $195  million  last  year,  and  this 
year  of  $250  million,  we  have  included 
specific  woi’ds  requiring  that  the  con¬ 
servation  program  shall  be  given  impe¬ 
tus  in  its  efforts  to  take  care  of  diverted 
acreage  which  has  been  made  available 
by  acreage  allotment  programs  in  the 
price  support  program. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield  further? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  has  de¬ 
scribed  the  relationship  of  two  general, 
overall,  parallel  programs,  but  he  has 
not  referred  to  any  language  in  the  state¬ 
ment  of  Under  Secretary  True  D.  Morse 
to  the  effect  that  there  is  a  recommenda¬ 
tion  by  the  Appropriations  Committee 
that  soil-conservation-program  pay¬ 
ments  be  held  up  as  a  penalty.  That  is 
the  point  at  issue. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  No.  The  members  of 
the  Appropriations  Committees,  along 
with  other  Members  of  both  the  Senate 
and  the  House,  joined  in  enacting  legis¬ 
lation  last  year  which  is  found  in  section 
343  of  the  bill  passed  last  year.  The 
provision  became  applicable  to  each 
basic  crop.  That  particular  provision 
was  contained  in  the  law  ever  since  1938, 
and  in  the  law  generally  since  1933,  as 
it  applied  to  cotton.  So  there  was  no 
moment  when  it  was  not  true  that  these 
two  programs  were  interlocked,  and  it 
was  recognized  to  be  so. 

If  the  Senator  will  bear  with  me,  I  may 
refer  to  1  section  of  the  law  which  af¬ 
fects  price  supports,  coming  down  from 
the  wording  of  the  law  of  1948,  at  the 
time  when  it  was  first  sponsored  by  my 
distinguished  friend  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken!.  It  was  also  contained  in  the 


soil-conservation  measure  coming  down 
since  1938,  without  any  change  whatso¬ 
ever.  Each  of  the  provisions  made  it  as 
clear  as  it  could  possibly  be  made  that 
each  particular  subject,  soil  conservation 
on  the  one  hand,  and  price  support  on 
the  other,  was  always  to  be  considered  as 
part  of  the  other  program,  and  that  the 
two  were  to  be  regarded  as  always  inter¬ 
related. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  If  the  Senator  were  to 
search  for  one  statement  in  Mr.  Morse’s 
testimony  about  the  relationship  of  the 
two  programs,  I  think  he  would  study 
long  and  in  vain  to  find  any  place  in  the 
parallel  evolvement  of  these  2  programs 
where  it  is  indicated  or  implied  that  1 
program  should  be  used  as  a  club  for  se¬ 
curing  performance  of  the  other  pro¬ 
gram.  That  is  what  we  are  objecting  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  distinguished 
Senator  could  not  be  more  in  error  be¬ 
cause,  since  1938,  it  has  been  specifically 
in  the  law,  and  I  shall  read  it  again.  I 
read  it  before  the  Senator  was  able  to 
reach  the  floor.  This  provision  has  been 
in  the  law  since  1938: 

Any  person  who  knowingly  plants  cotton 
on  his  farm  in  any  year  In  excess  of  the 
farm  acreage  allotment  for  cotton  for  the 
farm  for  such  year  under  section  344  shall 
not  be  eligible  for  any  payment  for  such 
year  under  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domes¬ 
tic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended. 

Therefore,  it  was  not  a  matter  of  har¬ 
vesting  but  of  planting.  That  provision 
has  been  in  the  law  and  has  been  en¬ 
forced  as  a  part  of  the  law.  It  has  been 
accepted  and  lived  under  by  the  cotton 
industry,  which  has  a  fine  record  of  per¬ 
formance.  When  one  looks  at  the  other 
industries  he  will  not  find  such  a  record 
of  performance. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  I  was  interested  in  the 
colloquy  between  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  and  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida,  in  which  the  ques¬ 
tion  raised  was  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
entire  repeal  of  the  provision  would  help 
only  corporation  farmers  and  large 
farmers.  In  North  Carolina  there  are 
many  very  small  farmers  who  raise  corn, 
for  instance.  They  do  not  make  ensilage 
from  the  corn.  They  gather  it  and 
shuck  it,  and  then  feed  the  corn  to  hogs. 
Under  the  proposal  now  made,  if  such 
farmers  exceeded  their  acreage  by  even 
one  stalk  of  corn,  they  would  lose  the 
benefit  of  any  payments  coming  to  them 
under  the  conservation  program,  would 
they  not?  That  is  my  question. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  No.  If  they  know¬ 
ingly  harvest  more  than  their  allotment, 
and  they  are  given  a  chance  to  have  a 
check  made  not  only  by  themselves  but 
by  the  local  agency,  the  county  agency 
of  the  Department,  and  they  do  waive 
their  right  to  soil-conservation  pay¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  If  they  knowingly  gath¬ 
ered  one  additional  stalk  of  com  grow¬ 
ing  on  some  of  their  land,  they  would 
forfeit  their  right  under  the  soil-conser¬ 
vation  program. 
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Mr.  HOLLAND.  Is  the  Senator  mak¬ 
ing  a  statement? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  I  will  put  a  question 
mark  at  the  end  of  my  statement.  Is 
not  my  statement  correct? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  statement  is 
correct  if  there  is  a  harvesting  after 
there  has  been  a  chance  for  measure¬ 
ment,  and  after  measurement  has  been 
made.  Then  the  farmer  who  has  har¬ 
vested  more  than  he  is  permitted  to 
harvest — unless  he  is  one  who  has  ensi¬ 
lage  which  he  can  use  on  his  farm — has 
forfeited  his  soil-conservation  payments. 

That  would  simply  put  on  a  parity  the 
fine  North  Carolina  farmers  who  produce 
corn  with  the  producers  of  cotton,  who 
lived  happily  under  a  similar  provision 
for  years,  although  one  which  was 
stronger  because  it  simply  provided  that 
if  they  planted  more  acreage,  they  for¬ 
feited  their  right  to  soil-conservation 
payments.  They  have  lived  very  hap¬ 
pily  under  that  provision  since  1933 ;  and, 
so  far  as  I  know,  no  complaint  about  it 
has  reached  the  committee. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  But  why  penalize  the 
corn  farmer  wrho  feeds  his  corn  to  hogs? 
He  can  plant  corn  and  put  it  in  his  silo 
and  avoid  any  penalty,  whereas  if  he 
feeds  the  corn  to  his  hogs,  he  will  forfeit 
the  soil-conservation  benefits. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
farmers  of  North  Carolina  are  no  more 
resourceful  than  that,  I  would  say  that 
might  be  the  result.  But  having  ob¬ 
served  agricultural  operations  in  North 
Carolina,  where  the  farmers  have  silos 
and  also  have  underground  storage  and 
other  types  of  storage  structures,  in 
which  corn  can  be  stored,  I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  serious  reason  for  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
to  be  disturbed. 

On  the  contrary,  I  would  feel  that  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  would 
think  it  only  simple  justice  to  require 
that  at  long  last  the  producers  of  corn 
get  their  house  in  order,  just  as  the 
producers  of  cotton — of  whom  I  would 
say  there  are  perhaps  several  hundred 
thousand  in  North  Carolina — have 
cheerfully  and  effectively  lived  up  to 
their  acreage  allotments,  and  have  done 
a  fine  job  in  that  connection. 

Why  should  not  the  corn  farmers — • 
the  neighbors  of  cotton  farmers,  in  many 
instances — be  just  as  cheerful  about 
accepting  such  requirements,  by  adher¬ 
ing  to  the  law  and  to  the  regulations, 
as  are  the  cotton  farmers? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Then  would  it  not  be 
advisable  to  extend  this  principle  a  little 
further,  and  provide  that  a  farmer  must 
not  only  obey  the  acreage  allotments, 
but  must  also  obey  the  Ten  Command¬ 
ments,  if  he  wishes  to  receive  his  soil- 
conservation  payments? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  may  have  some  jurisdiction  in  that 
field,  but  I  have  not  claimed  any  such 
jurisdiction.  I  would  not  even  attempt 
to  say  to  the  good  people  of  my  State 
of  Florida  what  they  should  do  in  re¬ 
gard  to  obeying  the  Ten  Command¬ 
ments,  much  less  have  the  effrontery  of 
attempting  to  tell  the  free  Tar  Heelians 
what  they  should  do  in  that  field.  I 
enjoy  too  much  my  visits  in  North  Caro- 
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lina  on  my  way  to  and  from  my  own 
State  to  attempt  to  do  anything  which 
would  jeopardize  my  welcome  there, 
where  I  hope  to  travel  immediately 
after  the  adjournment  of  Congress,  while 
I  am  on  my  way  home. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Let  me  point  out  that 
normally  in  North  Carolina  many  farm¬ 
ers  grow  wheat  and  feed  it  to  chickens. 
If  such  a  farmer  grows  one  grain  of 
wheat  more  than  the  amount  he  can 
produce  from  the  15  acres,  he  would  also 
lose  the  benefit  of  any  soil-conservation 
payments. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  do  not  believe  the 
growing  of  one  additional  grain  of  wheat 
would  cause  him  to  forfeit  anything. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  if  a 
farmer  exceeds  his  allotment,  he  already 
is  subect  to  a  penalty  under  other  laws, 
is  he  not? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Under  some,  but  not 
under  others.  I  do  not  believe  that  is  so 
in  the  case  of  corn. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  This  proposal  would  re¬ 
sult  in  two  punishments  for  the  same 
offense.  The  farmer  would  be  placed  in 
jeopardy  twice  for  committing  one  of¬ 
fense,  would  he  not? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  would  not  say  that. 
In  the  case  of  some  of  the  basic  com¬ 
modities,  there  is  no  penalty  at  all  for 
overplanting. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  But  in  the  case  of  most 
of  them — the  major  ones — there  is  a 
penalty. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  How  about  the  plant¬ 
ing  of  corn?  Does  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  understand  there  is  a 
penalty  in  that  case? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Yes;  I  understand  that  a 
commercial-corn  farmer  is  subject  to 
penalty  in  case  of  overplanting. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  represents 
in  part  a  State  which  does  not  have  the 
markets  to  which  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  has  referred,  because  the 
corn  produced  in  our  Southland  is  con¬ 
sumed  there,  and  not  marketed. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Yes;  some  of  the  farm¬ 
ers  in  North  Carolina  feed  the  corn  to 
hogs,  and  do  not  sell  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
fore  I  yield,  let  me  repeat  that  the  far¬ 
ther  we  proceed,  the  clearer  it  becomes 
that  the  Senators  who  advocated  the 
passage  of  the  pending  bill  are  the  very 
ones  who  did  not  want  a  good,  sound 
price-support  law  enacted  last  year,  and 
fought  very  hard  against  it.  In  fact, 
some  very  unkind  persons  have,  in  re¬ 
ferring  to  the  efforts  of  those  Senators, 
used  the  word  “filibuster.”  I  was  not 
among  that  number;  but  I  have  not  yet 
heard  anyone  admit  any  objection  to  the 
position  taken  by  the  four  Senators  in 
their  substitute  amendment — except 
those  who,  last  year,  very  ardently  op¬ 
posed  a  realistic  coming  to  grips  with 
the  problems  of  the  Nation  in  the  field 
of  agriculture  and  an  attempt  to  get  our 
agricultural  production  under  control. 

I  yield  again  to  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont. 


Mr.  AIKEN.  I  point  out  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  North  Carolina  that  the  Senate 
has  already,  without  objection,  passed  a 
bill  which  would  exempt  the  chicken 
producer  of  North  Carolina  from  any 
penalty  whatsoever  if  he  produces  more 
than  15  acres  of  wheat,  so  long  as  he 
uses  the  excess  for  his  own  feeding  pur¬ 
poses.  The  bill  is  now  pending  in  the 
House,  and  we  hope  it  will  be  acted 
upon. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  very  grateful 
to  my  friend  from  Vermont  for  making 
that  comment  which,  of  course,  is  true. 

I  think  it  should  also  be  said  that  in 
various  States  which  are  not  in  the  com¬ 
mercial  areas  of  production,  the  farmer 
is  completely  exempt  from  any  applica¬ 
tion  of  these  laws,  both  as  to  wheat  and 
as  to  corn. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  a  couple  of  addi¬ 
tional  questions  to  ask. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Is  there  not  a  bill  before 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  which  would  add  six  States 
to  the  noncommercial  area?  I  am  pretty 
sure  North  Carolina  is  one  of  such  States, 
which  would  be  exempt  from  penalties. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  There  is  such  a  bill, 
but  I  cannot  say  whether  or  not  North 
Carolina  is  one  of  the  six  States. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  There  are  six  such 
States.  I  know  that  Georgia  is  one  of 
them,  and  there  are  five  others. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  The  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  has  referred  to  a  pending  bill.  A 
pending  bill  is  like  the  hope  of  salva¬ 
tion.  It  may  not  come  to  pass. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  continues  to  advert  to  a 
field  in  which  the  Senator  from  Florida 
is  not  an  expert,  but  he  accepts  the  com¬ 
ment  in  good  faith. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Is  it  not  true  that  it 
would  be  no  fairer  to  subject  the  dairy¬ 
man  producing  corn  for  his  silo  to  the 
penalties  of  the  act  than  it  would  be  to 
subject  him  to  penalties  for  producing 
clover  and  other  leguminous  crops,  which 
are  equally  rich  in  nutriment,  for  the 
same  purpose  of  putting  them  in  the  silo? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senators  who 
joined  in  the  substitute  amendment,  in¬ 
cluding  both  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
and  the  Senator  from  Florida,  felt  that 
such  was  the  case. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  dairyman  ought  not 
to  be  subjected  to  a  penalty  for  produc¬ 
ing  silage  corn,  any  more  than  for  pro¬ 
ducing  clover  and  other  crops. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  one  further  ques¬ 
tion  to  ask  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Is  it  not  a  fact  that,  if  the  Holland 
amendment  were  rejected  and  the  bill 
in  its  original  form  passed,  the  only  per¬ 
sons  who  could  possibly  benefit  from 
such  action  would  be  those  who  intend 
knowingly  to  violate  the  law? 
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Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  en¬ 
tirely  correct.  The  so-called  Holland 
amendment,  which  is  the  American 
Farm  Bureau  Federation  amendment  in 
the  act  of  last  year,  affects  no  one  who 
does  not  knowingly  abuse  his  Govern¬ 
ment’s  generosity,  his  fellow  producers, 
and  the  American  public  in  general,  by 
knowingly  exceeding  his  share  of  the 
production  capacity. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  During  the  colloquy 
with  the  Senator  from  Vermont  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  referred  to  proposed 
legislation  which  the  Senate  passed  ear¬ 
lier  this  year.  It  also  passed  Senate  bill 
46,  which  was  reported  on  March  23, 
legislative  day  of  March  10. 

At  that  time  certain  products  were 
exempted.  Wheat  was  exempted,  pro¬ 
vided  the  wheat  was  not  removed  from 
the  farm,  but  the  entire  crop  of  wheat 
was  used  for  seed  on  such  farm,  and  so 
forth,  and  provided  also  that  such  pro¬ 
ducers  complied  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary. 

I  wonder  whether  the  amendment  the 
Senator  now  proposes  to  superimpose  on 
Senate  bill  46  would  cause  us  to  back 
downhill  from  the  action  on  Senate  bill 
46,  by  limiting  those  provisions,  once 
again,  to  15  acres. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  No;  that  would  not 
be  the  case.  The  bill  as  it  now  stands 
would  back  down  the  hill  from  the  posi¬ 
tion  we  took  last  year  in  the  effort  to 
bring  about  greater  compliance  with 
acreage  allotments  and  a  higher  degree 
of  compliance  on  the  part  of  producers 
of  all  basic  commodities  except  cotton. 
This  regulation  had  already  been  appli¬ 
cable  to  producers  of  cotton. 

We  passed  section  348  last  year.  We 
would  back  down  the  hill  most  inglori- 
ously,  in  my  opinion,  at  a  time  when  all 
the  people  of  the  Nation  expect  us,  in 
good  faith,  to  try  honestly  to  make  the 
program  adopted  last  year  work,  if  the 
pending  bill  as  it  is  now  written  were 
enacted. 

I  recall  that  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  [Mr.  Ellender]  — 
and  he  is  an  able  and  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  and  chairman — was  quoted  in  the 
public  press  only  3  or  4  days  ago  to  the 
effect  that  he  would  not  permit  to  come 
up  in  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  this  year  a  measure 
which  was  barely  passed  in  the  House 
of  Representatives  the  other  day,  and 
which  would  operate  to  negate  the  fine 
effort  we  made  last  year,  without  ever 
giving  the  program  a  trial.  He  was 
quoted  as  stating  that  he  would  not  per¬ 
mit  it  to  come  up  this  year,  because  he 
felt  that  the  program  ought  to  be  given 
an  opportunity  to  demonstrate  its  value. 
With  that  statement  I  completely  agree. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Let  me  say,  first  of  all, 
that  I  hope  the  Senator  from  Florida 
does  not  pin  too  much  hope  on  the  rather 
impetuous  remark  made  by  the  chair¬ 
man  of  our  committee,  on  the  spur  of 
the  moment  and  before  he  had  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  canvass  the  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 
It  may  very  well  develop  that  there  are 
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votes  enough  in  that  committee  to  force 
action  and  consideration  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  this  year,  when  the  measure 
can  be  considered  as  an  economic  asset, 
rather  than  to  wait  until  next  year,  when 
it  would  be  pure  political  buncombe. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is,  of  course, 
entitled  to  his  own  opinion  in  that  re¬ 
spect.  However,  I  invite  his  attention  to 
recent  developments  in  the  so-called 
Eastland  subcommittee.  The  report  of 
that  subcommittee  would  indicate  that 
instead  of  losing  support  in  the  Senate 
for  the  flexible  price-support  program 
and  all  the  other  reasonable  features  in 
the  bill  passed  last  year,  we  are  gaining 
adherents. 

Again,  the  Senator  from  Florida  says 
that  he  has  no  right  to  speak  for  any 
other  Senator.  The  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  does  not  know  what  will  develop 
when  the  question  arises.  But  when  the 
chairman  of  a  great  committee,  a  Mem¬ 
ber  of  many  years’  experience  in  the 
Senate,  a  Senator  who  is  known  to  have 
fought  very  hard  last  year  against  a 
flexible  price-support  program,  an¬ 
nounces  publicly  to  the  press  and  over 
the  radio  that  he  believes  that  the  coun¬ 
try  will  expect  a  reasonable  opportunity 
to  be  afforded  for  the  performance  of 
that  program,  and  that,  therefore,  he 
does  not  propose  to  call  up  this  year 
the  proposed  legislation  to  which  ref¬ 
erence  has  been  made,  I  think  more  than 
mere  passing  comment  should  be  made 
upon  his  statement. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  believe  that  if  my 
friend,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
South  Dakota,  has  any  hope  of  being 
able  to  have  reported  this  year  from  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
the  measure  of  which  we  speak,  he  prob¬ 
ably  has  not  given  as  earnest  attention 
to  the  subject  as  I  believe  he  will  give 
before  he  makes  any  effort  in  that  direc¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Being  a  member  of  the 
Republican  Party,  of  course,  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  is  a  little  more  dedi¬ 
cated  to  the  concept  of  individual  re¬ 
sponsibility,  and  less  dedicated  to  the 
concept  of  leadership,  in  contrast  to 
members  of  the  opposition  party. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Let  me  comment 
upon  that  statement. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  recognize  that  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  is  a  very  estimable 
chairman -  > 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  T  wish  to  reply  to  the 
Senator’s  last  statement. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  thought  the  Senator 
from  Florida  had  yielded  to  me. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  wish  to  reply  to  the 
Senator’s  last  statement. 

I  point  out  that  last  year,  when  there 
was  pending  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
a  Republican  program  for  price  support 
and  for  better  control  of  the  agricultural 
production  of  the  Nation,  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Dakota, 
who  has  referred  to  himself  as  a  Repub¬ 
lican,  did  not  see  fit  to  support  that 
program.  At  least,  that  is  my  recollec¬ 
tion.  If  I  misquote  the  distinguished 
Senator,  I  hope  he  will  correct  me. 


Mr.  MUNDT.  The  Senator  is  exactly 
correct.  That  confirms  the  point  I  make, 
that,  as  a  Republican,  I  am  a  little  more 
dedicated  to  the  concept  of  individual 
responsibility  than  to  the  leadership  con¬ 
cept,  which  has  done  so  much  to  injure 
the  great  Democratic  Party  during  the 
past  20  years. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  As  applied  last  year, 
I  thought  it  looked  more  like  individual 
confusion,  particularly  when  it  showed 
up  in  the  position  of  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  and  his  confreres  who,  in 
spite  of  strong  and  excellent  leadership 
in  the  White  House,  and  in  spite  of 
strong  leadership  from  the  Department 
of  Agriculture — which,  I  regret  to  say, 
is  somewhat  weakened — and  in  spite  of 
strong  leadership  from  very  conserva¬ 
tive  farm  organizations  such  as  the 
Farm  Bureau  Federation,  the  Grange, 
the  two  cooperative  organizations,  and 
others,  voted  on  the  other  side.  I  believe 
the  only  farm  organization  on  the  other 
side  was  the  Farmers  Union,  and  that 
certainly  is  not  a  Republican  organiza¬ 
tion. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  saw 
fit  to  make  his  bed  with  the  Farmers 
Union  and  with  the  other  groups  I  have 
mentioned,  instead  of  following  what  I 
thought  was  strong  and  constructive 
leadership,  which  happened  to  come  from 
the  Republican  Party.  I  did  not  think 
the  Senator  was  demonstrating  com¬ 
pletely,  to  the  satisfaction  of  all  who 
watched,  the  soundness  of  his  Republi¬ 
canism.  If  the  Senator  is  coming  to  a 
different  conclusion,  of  course  he  is  en¬ 
titled  to  it,  and  I  shall  not  question  it, 
because  he  knows  what  is  in  his  inner¬ 
most  thoughts.  However,  looking  at  his 
votes  of  last  year,  I  conclude  that  he  and 
the  Farmers  Union  and  a  few  others  were 
trying  to  run  in  one  direction  while  the 
Republican  Party  and  a  good  many  Sen¬ 
ators  from  this  side  of  the  aisle  were 
proceeding  constructively  in  the  sound 
direction  in  which  we  were  able  to  make 
some  progress. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  recognize  my  great 
disadvantage  in  trying  to  say  anything 
if  the  Senator  continues  to  cut  me  off 
every  time  I  stop  to  take  a  breath. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  apologize. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Of  course,  the  Senator 
has  that  right,  and  if  he  insists  on  as¬ 
serting  it,  I  must  struggle  along  as  best 
I  can.  First  let  me  refer  to  the  last 
point  the  Senator  made,  the  one  about 
my  Republicanism.  I  have  already 
stated  that  as  Republicans  we  hold  to 
the  doctrine  of  individual  responsibility, 
as  opposed  to  the  doctrine  espoused  for 
the  past  20  years  by  Senators  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle,  which  is  a  form  of 
the  European  leadership  concept,  under 
which  the  "I  am”  principle  is  dominant 
and  under  which  premiers  and  leaders 
of  state  gain  undue  control  over  their 
people  and  over  the  members  of  their 
political  parties. 

However,  the  point  I  am  trying  to 
make  about  my  Republicanism  is  that 
in  the  State  of  South  Dakota  the  State 
Republican  Convention — the  great  con¬ 
vention  of  that  great  party  of  that  great 


State — after  due  and  careful  investiga¬ 
tion  and  hearings,  endorsed  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  90-percent  price  supports,  and 
has  continued  that  position  consistently. 
Therefore,  it  seems  to  me  to  be  an  eco¬ 
nomic  problem  rather  than  a  political 
program. 

What  started  this  interesting  collo¬ 
quy,  as  I  remember,  was  the  statement 
of  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
that  there  would  be  no  vote  in  that  com¬ 
mittee  on  this  issue  this  year,  although 
next  year  might  be  the  appropriate  time 
for  it. 

I  think  there  is  abroad  in  the  land  the 
thought,  which  I  believe  originated  in 
Democratic  headquarters,  that  1956  will 
be  a  better  time  for  voting  on  the  subject 
of  agriculture  than  1955.  Perhaps  that 
is  true  from  the  standpoint  of  politics. 
Certainly  it  is  not  true  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  the  farmer,  is  a  particular  pro¬ 
gram  has  merit. 

I  share  completely  with  the  Senator 
from  Florida  his  admiration  for  the 
capacity,  and  courtesy,  and  leadership 
of  the  chairman  of  the  committee.  How¬ 
ever,  I  have  never  been  able  to  find  any 
corelationship  between  efficiency  on  the 
part  of  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
and  his  accuracy  as  a  prophet.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  and  I  know  that 
we  have  never  polled  our  committee. 
We  do  not  know  how  the  members  of  the 
committee  are  going  to  vote.  We  have 
the  same  membership  on  the  committee 
we  had  last  year,  with  one  exception, 
namely,  that  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Scott]  has  replaced  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Welker]. 

Mr.  MUNDT,  Mr.  AIKEN,  and  Mr. 
CARLSON  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield;  and  if 
so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shall  continue  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 
I  do  not  wish  to  cut  him  off.  I  was 
grieved  by  his  suggestion  that  I  had  cut 
him  off  when  his  wind  was  just  starting 
up  in  good  shape.  I  certainly  do  not 
want  to  do  that  again. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  There  is  nothing  I 
would  rather  not  do  than  grieve  my  de¬ 
lightful  friend  from  Florida.  But  I 
should  like  to  make  one  other  comment 
in  connection  with  the  Senator’s  earlier 
statement,  when  he  and  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  were  having  their  con¬ 
genial  colloquy  while  leaning  on  each 
other’s  shoulders  and  finding  much  to 
support  in  their  amendment.  The  Sen¬ 
ators  became  quite  enthusiastic  in  their 
exchange  of  views.  However,  as  is  the 
case  in  such  situations,  we  sometimes  let 
our  adjectives  outstrip  the  facts  as  they 
are  incorporated  in  nouns  and  verbs.  It 
was  under  such  circumstances  that  the 
Senator  from  Florida  said,  I  believe,  that 
the  great  beneficiary  of  the  bill  would  be 
the  large-scale  farmer,  or  the  corporate 
farmer,  rather  than  the  family-type 
farmer. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  my  complete 
conviction. 

Mr,  MUNDT.  That  being  true,  it 
grieves  me  to  find  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida  and  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
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Aiken]  so  hopelessly  in  disagreement 
with  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
with  which  they  found  themselves  so 
happily  in  agreement  only  a  year  ago.  I 
say  that  because  in  the  letter  of  Mr. 
Morse,  from  which  both  of  us  have  read, 
each  of  us  skipping  lines  here  and  there 
to  find  something  pleasing  to  our  point 
of  view,  Mr.  Morse  said : 

The  principal  effect  of  this  restriction  on 
ACP  assistance  will  he  to  discourage  conser¬ 
vation  on  family-type  farms. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  hope  that - 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  say  that  as  a  rejoinder 
to  what  the  Senator  from  Florida  has 
stated  about  corporate  farmers. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  grieved  that  the 
Senator  did  not  continue  his  reading.  If 
he  had  done  so,  he  would  have  made 
clear,  as  I  shall  do  now,  that  the  state¬ 
ment  quoted  corrected  by  him  from  the 
letter  from  Mr.  Morse  is  followed  by  two 
illustrations  of  defects,  both  of  which 
are  admitted  by  the  proponents  of  the 
substitute  amendment,  and  both  of 
which  would  be  cured  by  the  substitute 
amendment.  I  continue  to  read  at  the 
point  where  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  stopped  his  reading: 

Since  it  is  expected  that  most  farmers 
Will  comply  with  marketing-quota  provisions, 
the  eligibility  requirement  of  section  34S  will 
affect  principally  farmers  with  corn  allot¬ 
ments  and  farmers  with  less  than  15-acre 
wheat  allotments. 

Those  two  situations  would  be  cor¬ 
rected  by  our  substitute  amendment. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  That  statement  by  Mr. 
Morse  could  not  be  said  to  apply  to 
corporate  farmers. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  continue  to  read: 

Under  marketing-quota  requirements  a 
farmer  with  a  wheat  allotment  less  than 
15  acres  is  permitted  to  grow  and  harvest 
15  acres  of  wheat  without  incurring  a  mar¬ 
keting-quota  penalty.  This  exemption,  how¬ 
ever,  does  not  apply  to  the  ACP  eligibility 
requirement  of  section  348. 

That  is  cleared  up  by  the  substitute 
amendment. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  next  paragraph 
has  to  do  with  corn,  and  the  Senator  will 
find — and  I  shall  not  read  it  in  full — ■ 
that  in  the  long  paragraph  which  im¬ 
mediately  follows,  the  distinguished 
Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr. 
Morse,  made  it  quite  clear  that  his  trou¬ 
bles  come  from  small  farmer  situations 
in  the  wheat  and  corn  industries,  both 
of  which  are  cured  by  the  proposed 
amendment.  Therefore  that  statement 
in  Mr.  Morse’s  letter  becomes  completely 
inapplicable  in  the  event  the  substitute 
amendment  is  adopted. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.-  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  did  not  alleged  that 
Under  Secretary  Morse  was  criticizing 
the  substitute  proposal  as  being  designed 
principally  to  take  care  of  the  big  farmer. 
What  I  said  was  in  the  form  of  a  re¬ 
joinder  to  the  statement  by  the  Senator 
from  Florida,  that  H.  R.  1573  would  be 
helpful  to  the  corporate  farmer  and  in¬ 
jurious  to  the  family-type  farmer.  I 
think  that  is  clear  from  the  record  and 
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read. 

I  also  believe  that  Mr.  Morse  is  accu¬ 
rate  when  he  says  that  the  principal 
effect  of  the  restriction  has  been  to  dis¬ 
courage  conservation  on  family-type 
farms.  It  is  possible  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  also  correct  that  evil.  How¬ 
ever,  it  is  not  fair  to  say  that  our  sug¬ 
gestion  is  conceived  to  help  the  big 
farmer. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  substitute  clears 
up  the  question  entirely  with  reference 
to  the  small-type  farmer.  It  restricts 
the  field  of  application  of  the  bill  en¬ 
tirely  to  the  large  type  of  operation.  I 
am  sure  that  the  Senator  would  agree 
that  section  348  should  be  applied  to  the 
large  operations.  We  want  to  leave  the 
law  so  that  it  can  be  applied  to  the 
farmer  who  has  many  acres  and  a  great 
deal  of  machinery  and  operates  an  in¬ 
dustry.  However,  the  insistence  of  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  and  his  as¬ 
sociates,  all  of  whom  were  opponents  of 
the  farm  bill  last  year,  that  the  pending 
bill  must  be  passed  as  is,  means  that 
instead  of  taking  a  substitute  measure 
which  cures  the  defects  of  the  law  as  it 
affects  the  small  farmer,  they  seek  the 
passage  of  a  measure  which  gives  un¬ 
bounded  advantage  to  the  big  farmer. 
The  Senator  from  Vermont  was  com¬ 
pletely  correct  in  calling  attention  to 
that  fact  a  few  minutes  ago. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  would  not  deny  the 
right  of  the  corporation  farmer  to  have 
friends  and  to  have  his  views  presented 
on  the  floor.  However,  that  is  not  what 
I  wish  to  query  the  Senator  from  Florida 
about.  Permit  me  to  say  that  during  the 
first  2  years  I  was  a  Member  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  I  was  very  much  gratified  to  find  that 
farm  programs  were  not  made  matters 
of  partisanship.  There  was  no  partisan¬ 
ship  until  a  few  years  ago  when  efforts 
were  begun  to  inject  politics  into  the 
question.  I  wish  to  say  that  American 
agriculture  should  not  be  used  as  a  foot¬ 
ball  for  either  party  politics  or  political 
philosophy.  I  have  found  among  the 
Democrats  some  of  the  stanchest  sup¬ 
porters  of  sound  farm  programs,  not 
only  Democrats  in  the  Congress,  but 
Democrats  throughout  the  country  who 
are  leaders  of  farm  organizations. 
Among  them  I  have  found  no  more 
stanch  supporters  of  a  free  and  pros¬ 
perous  agriculture  and  sound  farm  pro¬ 
grams  than  are  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  [Mr.  Holland]  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  . 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wanted 
to  make  that  statement  to  clear  the  air. 
I  know  those  Senators  will  never  agree 
to  put  American  agriculture  under  the 
complete  domination  of  government. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  wish  to  commend 
the  Senator  from  Florida,  as  I  have 
many  times  previously,  for  his  stanch 
position  in  behalf  of  conservation.  But 
since  the  question  of  family-size  farms 
has  come  into  the  discussion,  I  should 
like  to  suggest  that  the  amendment 
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which  the  Senator  has  offered  and  in 
w'hich  I  have  been  honored  to  join  with 
him,  as  has  the  Senator  from  Vermont, 
is,  in  my  opinion,  designed  to  make  it 
possible  for  conservation  payments  to 
continue  and  for  family-size  farms  to 
continue. 

If  the  record  needs  to  be  made  more 
clear,  we  can  read  off  item  after  item 
which  the  able  Senator  from  Florida  has 
supported  when,  in  his  judgment,  it 
would  make  possible  prosperity  for  the 
average  size  farm.  His  constant  sup¬ 
port  of  measures  designed  to  remove 
huge  surpluses  is  exemplified  in  the  re¬ 
cent  act  to  provide  for  the  removal  of 
surpluses.  But  the  greatest  help  we  can 
give  to  the  family-size  farm  is  to  provide 
prices  by  which  the  farmers  can  live  on 
their  farms  and  make  a  living,  and  not 
have  to  depend  on  Government  subsidies. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Florida, 
as  I  have  many  times  before. 

I  should  like  also  to  commend  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  for 
saying  that  he  has  not  believed  in  put¬ 
ting  these  matters  on  a  basis  of  partisan 
politics.  I  can  testify  that  in  1948,  when 
the  President  of  the  United  States  sent 
to  the  Congress  a  bill  providing  for  flex¬ 
ible  price  supports  and  for  an  entirely 
new  price-support  program,  the  man 
who  took  the  bill  and  carried  it  to  the 
floor  and  saw  it  pass  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  was  a  Republican — the  Senator 
from  Vermont — who  did  not  ask  what 
the  label  was,  whether  it  was  a  Republi¬ 
can  label  or  a  Democratic  label,  but  only 
whether  it  would  be  of  assistance  to  the 
farmers  of  the  Nation. 

I  commended  his  attitude  then,  and  I 
commend  it  now.  I  am  happy  to  be  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  Senator  from  Florida 
and  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
grateful  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
who,  before  being  a  great  Senator,  was 
a  great  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  I  know 
of  no  person  who  better  understands  the 
problems  of  agriculture  and  what  is  re¬ 
quired  to  make  it  more  stable  and  more 
prosperous  than  does  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico.  It  has  been  a  great  pleas¬ 
ure  to  me  that  my  own  very  strong  and 
longtime  convictions  have  arrayed  me 
on  the  side  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
and  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  lis¬ 
tened  to  the  debate  with  the  idea  of  op¬ 
posing  the  Holland  amendment,  but  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Florida  has 
led  me  to  believe  that  he  may  be  on 
sound  ground,  after  all. 

With  reference  to  the  repeal  of  section 
348,  the  inquiries  I  have  received  have 
been  from  small  farmers  with  respect 
to  their  being  able  to  participate  in  both 
conservation  payments  and  the  price- 
support  program.  As  I  examine  the 
amendment,  it  leads  me  to  believe  that 
it  does  not  meet  all  the  objections  with 
respect  to  section  348.  Was  it  not  the 
purpose  to  eliminate  that  provision? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Undoubtedly,  the 
purpose  of  those  who  introduced  the  bill 
was  to  repeal  entirely  section  343.  Based 
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upon  the  hearing  and  upon  the  confer¬ 
ence  with  farm  organizations,  particu¬ 
larly  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Fed¬ 
eration,  the  Senator  from  Florida  and 
his  associates  who  have  offered  the  sub¬ 
stitute  have  found  that  the  situation 
can,  in  their  judgment,  be  cleared  up 
entirely  as  to  the  small  farmers  by  the 
adoption  of  the  substitute  and  still  leave 
in  the  bill  section  348  to  prevent  large 
mechanized  farms  from  exceeding  their 
acreage  quota  with  impunity  and  making 
it  even  more  difficult  for  the  small  farmer 
to  continue  to  live. 

In  taking  up  the  measure  with  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  we  find  that 
they  feel  they  are  obligated  to  continue 
their  stand  for  outright  repeal.  They 
have  said  to  me  that  if  enacted,  the  sub¬ 
stitute  amendment  will  cure  the  various 
defects  it  seeks  to  cure,  and  will,  they 
think,  be  workable,  and  that  they  will  be 
very  happy  to  attempt  its  enforcement. 

Mr.  Morse  still  feels  that  outright  re¬ 
peal  should  be  had.  The  attitude  of  the 
Department  is  not  unanimous  on  that 
point,  however. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  last  statement  of 
the  distinguished  Senator  assures  me 
that  they  have  gone  into  that  feature  of 
it.  The  mail  which  I  have  received  has 
not  been  from  large  corporation  farmers, 
but  from  small  farmers  who  were  having 
difficulty  in  qualifying  for  soil-conserva¬ 
tion  payments.  If  the  Senator  from 
Florida  will  assure  me  that  they  will  be 
protected,  I  shall  have  no  objection  to 
his  amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  my  judgment,  it 
would  completely  take  care  of  their  com¬ 
plaint. 

I  should  like  to  invite  attention  to  the 
statement  of  Mr.  Peterson,  which  ap¬ 
pears  on  page  7  of  the  hearings : 

We  believe  it  desirable  that  persons  receiv¬ 
ing  benefits  under  one  program  not  be  in  a 
position  to  defeat  the  purposes  of  other 
programs. 

Then  he  goes  on  to  say: 

However,  the  provisions  of  section  348  as  it 
now  stands,  we  believe,  are  not  particularly 
effective  in  accomplishing  the  intended  pur¬ 
poses. 

What  we  have  tried  to  do  is  to  change 
section  348 — and  the  Senator  knows  it 
had  to  be  rewritten  in  conference — and 
to  put  it  in  a  form  which  meets  the  five 
difficulties  which  we  were  able  to  dis¬ 
cover  which  might  possibly  exist  if  the 
language  of  the  act  were  enforced  as  it 
now  stands.  We  believe  those  difficul¬ 
ties  would  all  be  cured  and  removed, 
leaving  section  348  still  applicable.  We 
believe  this  effect  is  needed  by  the  large 
producers  as  well. 

I  have  repeatedly  invited  the  Senate’s 
attention  to  the  fact  that  the  same  pro¬ 
vision  has  been  salutarily  applied  to  the 
cotton  industry  ever  since  the  beginning 
of  the  program,  with  the  result  that  it 
has  kept  cotton  acreage  closely  in  line,  as 
compared  with  other  commodities  which 
have  not  had  such  a  restraining  in¬ 
fluence. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Kansas. 

I  will  complete  my  remarks  hurriedly. 


There  was  some  question  about  the 
tying  together  of  the  two  programs.  I 
stated  that  as  to  each  of  them,  from  the 
beginning,  there  have  been  provisions 
which  tied  them  to  each  other.  In  the 
beginning,  there  was  only  one  act,  the 
act  of  1933,  which  was  declared  uncon¬ 
stitutional  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  1936. 

That  act  was  followed  in  a  few  weeks, 
first,  by  the  Conservation  Act  of  1936, 
which  was  reenacted  in  1938.  One  of 
the  provisions  of  that  act  has  been  in 
existence  all  the  time  as  section  348, 
which  applied,  as  to  cotton,  to  anyone 
who  knowingly  planted — not  harvested, 
but  knowingly  planted — more  than  his 
allotted  acreage.  If  he  did,  he  lost  his 
right  to  claim  his  ACP  payments.  That 
was  a  tying  together  which  was  clear 
and  inescapable. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Surely  this  lan¬ 
guage  is  proper  for  the  protection  of  the 
farmer,  because  the  farmer  might  plant 
acreage  and  not  have  measured  it  quite 
accurately.  When  the  county  extension 
agent,  or  whoever  was  doing  the  measur¬ 
ing,  came  to  the  farm,  he  might  say, 
“You  are  entitled  to  only  4  acres,  but 
you  planted  5.” 

The  farmer  could  then  say,  “Well,  I 
had  my  planting  device  set  to  measure,  I 
thought,  accurately,  but  it  was  not.”  All 
the  farm  has  to  do  then  is  to  refuse  to 
harvest  from  the  extra  acre,  and  he  will 
incur  no  penalty  under  the  law. 

We  have  had  such  a  provision  for  cot¬ 
ton  production  for  years  past,  and  it  has 
caused  no  damage.  If  the  cotton  farmer 
planted  so  much  as  1  foot  beyond  what 
he  was  authorized  to  plant,  he  could  be 
subject  to  a  heavier  penalty.  This  is  a 
far  more  liberal  provision.  So  surely,  if 
the  cotton  provision  has  caused  no 
trouble  in  17  years  of  operation,  there 
is  no  reason  why  the  proposed  provision 
should  cause  trouble,  liberal  as  it  now  is. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  who  is  a  cosponsor  of 
the  amendment.  He  will  remember  that 
the  provision  in  the  present  law  was 
completely  rewritten  in  conference.  It 
was  the  intention  of  the  conferees,  in 
rewriting  it,  to  make  it  more  generous 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  individual 
farmer. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  exactly  the 
situation.  When  the  difficulties  were 
pointed  out,  the  Senator  from  Florida 
took  the  position,  time  after  time,  that 
he  wanted  to  make  this  a  liberal  provi¬ 
sion,  and  not  a  tight  provision,  and  he 
hoped  the  Department  would  so  admin¬ 
ister  it  that  it  would  not  be  an  extremely 
restrictive  provision. 

I  know  the  intention  of  the  Senator 
from  Florida  is  that  we  should  make  this 
useful  in  the  program.  But  if  we  are 
not  careful,  we  will  see  several  of  these 
programs,  which  we  now  think  are  good, 
suddenly  begin  to  disappoint. 

In  areas  of  the  United  States  where 
tobacco  is  planted  the  limitation  is  as 
exact  as  seven-tenths  or  six-tenths  of 
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an  acre,  and  those  who  plant  tobacco  will 
be  tempted  to  use  a  very  poor  measur¬ 
ing  device  when  they  plant  a  very  lim¬ 
ited  crop  of  that  nature. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is,  of 
course,  correct. 

I  have  already  mentioned  that  section 
348,  throughout  the  life  of  the  Conser¬ 
vation  Act,  has  effectively  tied  together 
the  two  programs,  namely,  that  of  acre¬ 
age  allotment  and  soil-conservation  pay¬ 
ments.  As  to  cotton,  there  is  no  ques¬ 
tion  about  that.  That  is  a  fact. 

I  now  point  out  that  one  of  the  princi¬ 
pal  objectives  stated  in  section  7  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allot¬ 
ment  Act,  as  it  was  enacted  in  1938 — 
and  that  provision  is  in  the  act  as  we 
speak  here  today — is  to  reestablish  the 
purchasing  power  and  to  give  greater 
value  to  the  commodities  the  farmer  pro¬ 
duces  on  his  own  farm. 

I  shall  not  read  all  of  section  7,  but 
I  shall  read  the  applicable  portion,  leav¬ 
ing  it  to  any  other  Senator  to  insert  any 
other  portion,  if  he  sees  fit  to  do  so.  I 
begin  at  the  first  part  of  section  7,  as 
follows: 

(a)  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy 
of  this  act  also  to  secure,  and  the  purpose 
of  the  act  shall  also  include — 

Now  I  shall  quote  the  fifth  objective — 
reestablishment,  at  as  rapid  a  rate  as  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  determines  to  be 
practicable  and  in  the  general  public  inter¬ 
est,  of  the  ratio  between  the  purchasing 
power  of  the  net  income  per  person  on  farms 
and  that  of  the  income  per  person  not  on 
farms  that  prevailed  during  the  5 -year  period 
August  1909-July  1914,  inclusive,  as  deter¬ 
mined  from  statistics  available  in  the  United 
States  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  the 
maintenance  of  such  ratio. 

It  is  completely  clear,  therefore,  even 
to  the  most  casual  reader,  that  the  ob¬ 
jective  of  the  soil  conservation  law  is 
identical  with  the  major  objective  of  the 
price  support  law,  which  named  the  base 
period  and  contains  largely  the  same 
language,  because  the  provision  comes 
from  the  price-support  legislation.  I 
have  read  it  because  it  ties  the  two  pro¬ 
grams  together. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yeild? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  should  like  to  suggest 
to  the  Senator  from  Florida  that  the  bill 
which  the  Senate  is  now  considering  is 
a  very  simple  one,  designed  to  correct  a 
specific  defect,  for  which  purpose  vari¬ 
ous  methods  are  being  suggested. 

The  bill  passed  the  House  on  March  2. 
It  is  now  almost  the  middle  of  May.  I 
think  it  is  important  that  the  bill  be 
passed. 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Florida 
would  not  consider  withdrawing  his 
amendment  at  this  time  and  presenting 
it  to  the  committee,  where  hearings  could 
be  held,  and  the  committee  conceivably 
could  support  the  amendment  if  it  has 
the  advantages  which  I  know  the  Sen¬ 
ator  feels  it  has. 

If  the  amendment  were  to  be  added  to 
the  bill  now,  the  result  undoubtedly 
would  be  a  long  conference  with  the 
House  of  Representatives,  during  which 
other  amendments  could  be  made  by  one 
device  or  another. 
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The  committee  could  consider  the 
amendment  and  have  a  hearing  on  it. 
The  calendar  of  the  committee  is  pretty 
well  up  to  date. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  appreciate  the  sug¬ 
gestion  of  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota,  but  it  is  not  in  accord  with  my  own 
thinking  on  the  matter  at  all.  I  am 
anxious  to  have  continued  in  the  law  the 
salutary  portions,  of  which  there  are 
many,  of  the  section  of  the  act  passed 
last  year,  to  which  we  have  made  refer¬ 
ence,  namely,  section  348;  whereas  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  apparently 
desires  to  invite  the  nonacceptance  of 
acreage  quotas  and  the  violation  of 
acreage  quotas  wholesale  by  farmers 
throughout  the  Nation,  with  impunity, 
if  the  provisions  of  the  bill  should  be 
enforced,  insofar  as  the  right  to  con¬ 
tinue  to  collect  ACP  payments  is  con¬ 
cerned. 

I  do  not  join  with  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  in  that  objective.  I  do 
not  think  it  is  a  sound  one.  I  think  it 
would  be  very  hurtful  to  agriculture. 
Agriculture  is  struggling  now  to  preserve 
its  good  name. 

My  observation  has  been  that  a  great 
many  people  are  becoming  very  restless 
and  impatient  with  those  leaders  of  agri¬ 
culture,  whether  political  or  otherwise, 
who  might  feel  that  agriculture  has  a 
free  ride  to  prosperity  at  the  public  ex¬ 
pense,  regardless  of  whether  it  is  willing 
to  put  any  power  of  discipline  on  itself 
or  not. 

I  do  not  subscribe  to  that  kind  of  ap¬ 
proach.  I  think  the  better  elements  in 
agriculture  have  always  been  willing  to 
discipline  themselves.  They  now  know 
perfectly  well  that  the  good  will  of  the 
Nation  is  hanging  in  the  balance  on  the 
whole  subject,  and  that  it  is  important 
for  agriculture  to  show  its  willingness  to 
play  the  game  according  to  the  rules. 
That  is  all  we  are  asking  to  be  done. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  appreciate  the  con¬ 
sideration  which  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  gave  to  my  suggestion.  I  am  frank 
to  say  that  I  offered  it  with  more  hope 
than  confidence.  While  I  am  disap¬ 
pointed  in  its  rejection,  I  am  not  de¬ 
jected.  I  appreciate  the  Senator’s  com¬ 
ments. 

Our  colleague  on  the  committee,  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  who  was  here  ear¬ 
lier,  seeking  to  engage  himself  in  the 
colloquy,  had  to  attend  a  meeting  of 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  be¬ 
cause  some  North  Dakota  witnesses 
were  present.  The  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  has  now  returned  to  the  floor, 
but  he  must  again  go  back  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  momentarily.  Therefore,  I  would 
appreciate  it  if  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida,  if  he  is  of  a  mind  to  do  so,  would 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota,  so  that  he  might  ask  his  questions 
now. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shall  be  happy  to 
do  so.  I  regret  that  I  did  not  find  it 
possible  to  yield  earlier. 

As  I  recall,  I  had  agreed  to  yield,  but 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  had  to 
depart;  he  could  not  wait. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  do  not  desire  to  ask 
questions;  I  seek  the  floor  in  my  own 
right. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  him 
to  make  his  statement,  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  I  may  resume  the  floor 
in  my  right  when  he  has  finished. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Senator  from  Florida?  The 
Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  every 
time  a  farm  bill  of  any  kind  comes  to 
the  Senate  floor  the  wheat  farmers  in 
particular  have  to  take  a  beating.  The 
impression  is  left  that  they  are  law  vio¬ 
lators  and  are  trying  to  get  some  money 
from  the  Government  for  nothing. 

The  bill  we  are  considering  today  will 
have  little  effect  upon  my  State.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture’s  own  letter,  the  bill  will  affect 
mostly  farmers  producing  corn  and  less 
than  15  acres  of  wheat.  I  assume  that 
to  mean  that  it  will  affect  the  smaller 
farmers  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  United 
States. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  says 
that  this  provision,  as  written  into  the 
law  last  year,  does  great  injury  to  the 
family-type  farmer.  That  position  is 
supported  by  the  grange,  one  of  the 
oldest,  probably  the  oldest,  of  all  farm 
organizations,  and  by  the  National 
Farmers  Union.  If  there  is  merit  in 
the  amendment  being  offered  today,  I 
cannot  understand  why  it  was  not  offered 
in  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry.  This  amendment  does 
have  far-reaching  consequences,  and  I 
am  sure  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry,  which  is  operating 
most  expeditiously,  could  consider  the 
amendment  in  a  very  short  while  and 
take  action  on  it.  We  have  been  doing 
that  this  past  year.  We  did  it  last  year. 

1  do  not  know  of  any  bill  of  this  nature 
which  was  held  in  the  committee  any 
length  of  time. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
O'Mahoney  in  the  chair).  Does  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Florida? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  wish  to  remind  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  that  when  the  bill  was  ordered  re¬ 
ported  the  Senator  from  Florida  was  not 
present.  He  was  appearing  before  a 
House  committee  with  a  delegation  from 
his  State.  The  Senator  from  Florida 
asked  for  the  x'ight  to  be  heard;  the 
committee  did  not  see  fit  to  suspend 
action  on  the  bill  until  he  could  get 
there ;  and  the  only  way  the  Senator  from 
Florida  can  be  heard  on  this  matter  is 
to  present  the  substitute  now. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  think  it  would  have 
been  better  for  the  Senator  from  Florida 
to  ask  that  the  bill  be  sent  back  to  com¬ 
mittee.  That  could  have  been  done,  and 
the  bill  could  have  been  reported  back  in 

2  or  3  days. 

Mr.  President,  T  think  the  letter  of 
Under  Secretary  True  D.  Morse  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  has  a  great 
deal  of  significance  and  should  be  read 
into  the  Record.  The  letter  reads  in 
part : 
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The  Department  approves  of  this  proposed 
legislation.  At  present  the  only  ACP  pay¬ 
ments  made  are  for  cost  sharing  with  re¬ 
spect  to  conservation  practices  carried  out  on 
farms,  and  these  payments  represent  only  a 
share  of  the  cost  of  performing  the  conserva¬ 
tion  measure.  There  was  a  direct  relation¬ 
ship  between  acreage  allotments  and  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  payments  made  under  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 
prior  to  1944,  but  it  no  longer  exists.  Also, 
the  present  average  ACP  amount  of  cost 
sharing  of  less  than  $100  is  not  large  enough 
to  be  a  strong  incentive  for  farmers  to  com¬ 
ply  with  acreage  allotments. 

The  principal  effect  of  this  restriction  on 
ACP  assistance  will  be  to  discourage  conser¬ 
vation  on  family-type  farms. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  Under  Secretary 
Morse  is  right  in  that  respect,  and  I  do 
not  think  the  law  should  be  loaded  down 
with  amendments  which  would  tend  to 
destroy  the  ACP  program  and  the  Con¬ 
servation  Act. 

I  have  heard  many  statements  made 
this  afternoon  about  the  present  price- 
support  program.  Those  statements 
were  made  by  Members  of  the  Senate 
who  come  from  areas  outside  the  area 
that  produces  most  of  the  basic  farm 
commodities. 

Let  me  say  to  the  Senator  from  Florida 
and  to  the  Senator  from  Vermont  that 
the  most  rigid  price  controls  and  regu¬ 
lations  we  have  in  the  United  States  are 
those  affecting  milk,  and  fruits,  and 
vegetables.  Certainly  under  the  present 
milk  orders,  prices  have  been  held  at  a 
rigid  level  over  a  long  period  of  time. 

Try  as  he  might,  no  midwestern  farm¬ 
er  can  get  a  quart  of  milk  into  the  New 
York  or  Washington  market,  or  other 
eastern  areas. 

When  Senators  speak  of  people  getting 
tired  of  some  of  these  farm  programs, 
they  had  better  include  such  programs 
as  I  have  just  mentioned  along  with  the 
programs  under  discussion  and  which 
have  been  so  roundly  criticized.  In  my 
opinion,  programs  affecting  milk  pro¬ 
ducers  and  producers  of  fruits  and  vege¬ 
tables  as  well  as  basic  commodities,  are 
operating  to  the  great  benefit  of  both 
consumers  and  producers. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield  to  me  for  a 
moment  or  two? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  without  losing  my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  unfor¬ 
tunately,  some  of  us  who  are  members 
of  the  Appropriation  Subcommittees 
have  hearings  scheduled  for  the  after¬ 
noons  during  legislative  sessions  of  the 
Senate.  Thus  we  are  denied  the  right  to 
remain  on  the  floor.  If  we  do  remain  on 
the  floor,  we  forfeit  having  the  benefit 
of  a  great  deal  of  testimony  in  the  Ap¬ 
propriation  Committee,  when  we  should 
not  be  absent. 

I  have  just  returned  from  room  F-39  in 
the  Capitol.  This  afternoon  we  had  be¬ 
fore  us  representatives  from  the  Navy 
Department  testifying  with  reference  to 
various  appropriations  which  relate  to 
their  department.  I  could  not  be  absent. 
I  have  been  in  that  committee  hearing 
from  2  o'clock  practically  up  to  the  pres- 
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ent  time,  and  the  committee  just  con¬ 
cluded  this  afternoon’s  hearing. 

I  come  to  the  floor  to  find  tension  in 
the  Senate  amongst  Senators  represent¬ 
ing  various  segments  of  the  agricultural 
economy  of  the  United  States.  Senators 
are  somewhat  tense,  and  their  feelings 
are  tense.  They  have  been  debating  this 
subject  this  afternoon.  I  do  not  know 
just  what  charges  have  been  made 
against  the  farm  support  program;  but  I 
sense  a  feeling  of  tension  in  the  Senate 
Chamber,  as  I  stand  here  now,  and  I 
sensed  it  as  I  came  to  the  Chamber  a  few 
moments  ago. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  absolutely  no 
room  for  such  tension  among  these 
Members  of  the  Senate,  some  of  whom 
represent  agriculture  in  the  deep  South, 
some  of  whom  represent  agriculture  in 
the  Northwest,  and  some  of  whom  repre¬ 
sent  agriculture  in  the  central  part  of 
the  Nation.  We  must  confer  with  one 
another  and  must  detennine  how  best 
we  can  serve  agriculture.  We  need  to 
put  our  shoulders  to  the  same  wheel,  so 
to  speak,  so  that  we  shall  be  able  to  get 
the  farmers  out  of  the  rut  they  are  in. 

I  am  disturbed  because  of  the  fact  that 
in  1947  the  farmer  was  receiving  54  cents 
of  each  dollar  the  consumer  spent  for 
food,  whereas  the  last  information  I  have 
obtained  from  the  statistical  section  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  shows 
that  today  the  farmer  is  receiving  only 
42  cents  of  each  dollar  the  consumer 
spends  for  food,  and  that  probably  that 
amount  will  decrease  to  41  cents.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  consumer  has  not 
gained  in  the  slightest — not  even  to  the 
extent  of  a  fraction  of  a  penny — by  way 
of  any  decrease  in  the  prices  he  pays  for 
agricultural  commodities. 

Mr.  President,  if  during  the  last  month 
the  farmer  received  only  42  cents  of  each 
dollar  the  consumer  spent  for  food,  then 
we  know  that  someone  else  is  receiving 
the  difference  between  the  54  cents  the 
farmer  formerly  received  and  the  42 
cents  he  now  receives;  the  situation  is 
simple.  Since  the  farmer  is  receiving 
that  much  less,  and  since  the  consumer 
is  not  receiving  the  difference,  where  is 
it  going?  I  ask  that  question,  and  I  wish 
to  have  all  my  colleagues  ponder  it. 

Each  one  of  us  should  put  his  shoulder 
to  the  wheel  and  should  confer  with  his 
colleagues,  and  should  make  every  effort 
to  determine  how  we  can  regain  for  the 
farmer  a  little  of  what  he  formerly  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  consumer’s  expenditures 
for  food.  If  that  cannot  be  regained  for 
the  farmer,  then  we  had  better  make  sure 
that  the  cost  of  food  to  the  consumer 
decreases,  inasmuch  as  the  consumer  is 
entitled  to  lower,  food  prices  if  the  farmer 
is  not  to  receive  the  benefit  of  the  in¬ 
creased  prices  charged  for  the  commodi¬ 
ties  he  produces. 

Mr.  President,  House  bill  1573  should 
be  passed  without  extensive  debate. 
House  bill  1573  is  a  proper  bill  and  a  good 
bill.  It  would  rectify  a  situation  which 
is  destroying  good,  sound  soil-conserva¬ 
tion  practices  throughout  the  land.  The 
bill  was  introduced  in  an  effort  to  correct 
the  improper  action  taken  by  Congress 
last  year,  insofar  as  good  farm  practices 
are  concerned. 

It  is  my  position  that  any  attempt  to 
amend  House  bill  1573  would  be  im¬ 


proper,  if  it  attached  to  the  bill  a  pro¬ 
vision  which  would  cause  it  to  be  burden¬ 
some,  and  would  result  in  having  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  vote  against  it  for  the 
reason  that  the  bill  then  would  carry  an 
amendment  or  rider  which  would  thwart 
our  attempt  to  repeal  a  particular  sec¬ 
tion  of  last  year’s  amendments  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act — a  section 
which,  in  the  course  of  a  year’s  experi¬ 
ence,  has  been  found  to  be  detrimental 
to  the  proper  practice  of  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  under  a  sound  program. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  debate 
on  House  bill  1573  will  soon  come  to  an 
end  and  that  soon  the  Senate  will  vote 
on  this  measure,  which  should  be  enacted 
promptly,  so  as  to  repeal  the  restrictive 
provision  to  which  I  have  referred,  which 
has  a  tendency  to  destroy  the  fine  soil- 
conservation  program  which,  over  the 
years,  we  have  been  endeavoring  to  per¬ 
fect  throughout  the  Nation.  Certainly 
we  need  to  perfect  it  and  certainly  we 
need  to  go  forward  with  it  rather  than 
retreat. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Florida  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  had 
about  concluded  my  remarks.  In  fact, 
they  would  have  been  concluded  a  long 
time  ago  but  for  the  generous  number 
of  questions  which  have  been  addressed 
to  me  by  my  distinguished  colleagues. 

I  was  speaking  on  the  point  of  the 
manifest  interrelationship  between  the 
soil-conservation  program  and  the  price- 
support  program.  I  had  commented 
that  section  348  has  made  a  specific 
tie-in  between  those  two  programs  since 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the  fh'st 
Soil  Conservation  Act. 

I  had  remarked,  also,  that  certain 
sections  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  had  made  specific  reference  to  soil 
conservation,  and  vice  versa;  that  cer¬ 
tain  sections  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Act  had  made  specific  reference  to  price 
support. 

I  believe  I  have  inserted  in  the  Record 
a  portion  of  section  7,  namely,  subsec¬ 
tion  5  of  section  7  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938. 

I  now  wish  to  place  in  the  Record  a 
portion  of  section  401  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  and  reen¬ 
acted  last  year  as  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1954.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
this  provision,  which  is  the  basis  for  a 
price-support  program,  has  been  un¬ 
changed  since  the  act  of  1948  which 
bears  the  name  of  our  distinguished 
friend  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]. 
This  provision  has  been  unchanged  since 
the  act  of  1949  which  bears  the  name  of 
our  distinguished  colleague  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  It  was  left 
undisturbed  by  the  act  of  1954. 

For  the  purpose  of  brevity,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  shall  not  read  all  the  provisions 
of  section  401,  but  I  wish  to  read  enough 
to  make  it  clear  that  it  refers  to  price 
support,  and  I  shall  quote  two  of  the 
fundamental  objectives  of  price  support 
as  contained  in  the  statute  itself. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  8  different 
factors  listed,  but  I  shall  read  only 
the  first  and  the  eighth  of  them,  together 
with  the  beginning  of  the  statement  to 
which  items  1  to  8  are  appended; 
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The  following  factors  shall  be  taken  into 
consideration  in  determining,  in  the  case 
of  any  commodity  for  which  price  support 
is  discretionary,  whether  a  price-support 
operation  shall  be  undertaken  and  the  level 
of  such  support  and,  in  the  case  of  any  com¬ 
modity  for  which  price  support  is  manda¬ 
tory,  the  level  of  support  in  excess  of  the 
minimum  level  prescribed  for  such  com¬ 
modity: 

Then  are  listed  the  factors  Nos.  1  to  8 
which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  must 
consider  in  the  cases  of  both  mandatory 
supports  and  discretionary  supports. 
They  include,  of  course,  under  manda¬ 
tory  supports,  both  the  basic  commodi¬ 
ties  and  the  mandatory  nonbasic  com¬ 
modities.  The  first  item  listed  is: 

(1)  The  supply  of  the  commodity  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  demand  therefor. 

This  means,  of  course,  that  the  sup¬ 
ply,  the  production,  and  the  amount  to 
be  produced  comprise  the  first  factor  for 
consideration. 

The  eighth  factor — and  it  bears  so 
completely  upon  the  situation  which  has 
been  discussed  at  too  great  length  this 
afternoon  that  I  wish  to  emphasize  it — - 
is  as  follows: 

(8)  The  ability  and  willingness  of  produc¬ 
ers  to  keep  supplies  in  line  with  demand. 

It  is  very  clear  that  the  program  of 
price  supports  involves  soil  conservation 
and  land  use,  and  that  the  program  of 
soil  conservation  involves  economic  ques¬ 
tions  of  price,  return,  purchasing  power, 
and  the  like,  so  that  even  without  the 
inclusion  of  section  348  throughout,  all 
the  years  as  being  applicable  to  make 
specific  the  relationship  between  the 
price-support  operation  and  the  soil-con¬ 
servation  proposition,  and  even  without 
the  enlargement  of  section  348  last  year, 
so  that  it  now  covers  all  of  the  basic 
commodities,  it  would  have  been  certain 
that  there  is  a  clear  relationship  between 
the  two  operations. 

I  have  already,  likewise,  quoted  from 
the  appropriation  bill  of  last  year  and 
from  the  appropriation  bill  of  this  year 
as  passed  by  the  House  and  the  Senate, 
and  which  is  now  in  conference.  In  the 
particular  item  which  has  been  quoted, 
there  is  no  difference  between  the  two 
Houses.  We  are  now  seeking  to  make  it 
completely  clear  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  in  his  administration  of  the 
soil-conservation  program  must  give 
great  consideration  to  the  acreage  dis¬ 
placed  by  the  price-support  program, 
and  that  that  is  one  of  the  primary  ob¬ 
jectives  to  which  he  shall  give  his  con¬ 
cern. 

In  closing,  I  may  say  that  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  issue  is  very  simple.  It  is 
whether  or  not  we  meant  what  we  said 
last  year  when  we  decided  to  have  a 
price-support  program  which  was  realis¬ 
tic,  which  would  give  to  the  growers  the 
responsibility  of  keeping  their  supplies 
in  line  with  demand,  which  would  place 
upon  our  administrative  officer  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  seeing  to  it  that  supplies 
were  kept  in  line  with  demand;  and  of 
making  certain,  so  far  as  Congress  is 
concerned,  that  nothing  was  done  to 
weaken  or  destroy  the  effectiveness  of 
that  program,  until  it  had  a  chance  to 
demonstrate  its  efficiency  or  its  lack  of 
efficiency. 
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What  we  are  asked  to  do  is  to  strike 
down  a  very  important  provision  of  that 
program.  To  do  so,  in  my  humble  judg¬ 
ment,  will  have  a  disastrous  effect  in  that 
it  will  show  rather  affirmatively  to  all  the 
people  of  the  Nation  that  we  are  per¬ 
fectly  willing  to  have  acreage  allotments 
violated.  I  will  not  say  that  we  will  in¬ 
vite  the  violation  of  acreage  allotments, 
because  I  would  not  impute  that  kind  of 
objective  to  any  fellow  Senator.  But  I 
will  say  that  the  passage  of  the  bill  would 
open  the  door  wide,  and  would  leave  it 
wide  open,  so  that  any  farmer  who  cared 
to  violate  the  law  could  do  so,  and  he 
would  not  be  subjected  to  any  question  at 
all  as  to  his  right  to  claim  and  to  receive 
from  our  generous  Government  soil-con¬ 
servation  payments,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  his  own  conduct,  in  relation  to 
the  control  of  his  own  acreage  and  the 
control  of  his  production,  violated  the 
purpose  of  the  law  and  tended  to  thwart 
the  purpose  of  the  Government  and  the 
people  in  bringing  about  more  stable  and 
more  satisfying  conditions  in  agriculture, 
and  at  the  same  time,  of  course,  a  more 
satisfying  situation  to  all  the  people  of 
the  Nation. 

I  do  not  believe  the  membership  of  the 
Senate  wishes  to  be  left  in  the  position  of 
having  deliberately  weakened  the  act,  of 
having  deliberately  left  open  the  door  to 
violations  of  acreage  allotments  before, 
indeed,  there  has  been  any  opportunity 
to  demonstrate  either  of  two  things :  The 
usefulness  of  the  act  as  a  whole,  and  the 
effect  of  section  348  upon  any  of  the  very 
useful  agricultural  programs  of  the 
Nation. 

Section  348  along  with  other  portions 
of  the  act  has  just  gone  into  operation, 
and  no  person  can  state  with  accuracy 
what  will  be  the  result  of  a  full  year’s 
trial  or  a  full  year’s  administration  of  the 
program  as  to  its  value  or  its  lack  of 
value  to  the  people,  and  particularly  its 
value  or  lack  of  value  to  the  agricultural 
producers. 

I  hope  the  proposed  substitute,  which 
meets  all  the  practical  situations  that  are 
known  to  exist,  and  which  leaves  a  club 
in  the  act,  particularly  over  large  mech¬ 
anized  producers,  who  have  been  the 
gravest  violators,  and  will  continue  to  be 
so,  of  their  acreage  allotments,  will  be 
agreed  to,  thus  providing  an  opportunity 
to  require  compliance  by  other  than  soft 
words. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  withhold  the  suggestion  of 
the  absence  of  a  quorum? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  will  withhold  it  for 
a  moment,  gladly. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  think  some  reply 
should  be  made  to  the  discussion  which 
has  been  in  progress  this  afternoon,  prior 
to  having  a  quorum  call.  Will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  be  kind  enough  to  withhold  his  sug¬ 
gestion  of  the  absence  of  a  quorum? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  had  intended  to 
have  a  quorum  call,  because  some  of  my 
associates  are  not  on  the  floor,  and  I  wish 
to  give  them  an  opportunity  to  be  present. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  If  the  Senator 
wishes  to  have  a  quorum  call,  he  will 
have  to  lose  his  right  to  the  floor. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  have  already  sur¬ 
rendered  the  floor  and  have  suggested 
the  absence  of  a  quorum,  which  is,  of 
course,  within  my  rights. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  desire  to  submit  a  proposed  unan¬ 
imous-consent  agreement,  in  order  that 
Members  of  the  Senate  may  know  of  our 
plans  with  regard  to  this  evening  and 
Tuesday  next.  I  call  the  proposal  to  the 
attention  of  the  distinguished  minority 
leader. 

I  submit,  on  behalf  of  both  the  minor¬ 
ity  leader  and  myself,  the  following  pro¬ 
posed  unanimous-consent  agreement: 

Ordered,  That,  effective  on  Tuesday,  May 
17,  1955,  after  the  conclusion  of  routine 
morning  business,  during  the  further  consid¬ 
eration  of  H.  R.  1573,  a  bill  to  repeal  section 
348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  debate  on  any  amendment,  motion,  or 
appeal,  except  a  motion  to  lay  on  the  table, 
shall  be  limited  to  2  hours,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  proposer  of  any 
such  motion  or  amendment  and  the  majority 
leader:  Provided,  That  in  the  event  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  is  in  favor  of  any  such  amend¬ 
ment  or  motion,  the  time  in  opposition 
thereto  shall  be  controlled  by  the  minority 
leader  or  some  Senator  designated  by  him: 
Provided  further,  That  no  amendment  that  is 
not  germane  to  the  provisions  of  the  bill  shall 
be  received. 

Ordered  further,  That  on  the  question  of 
the  final  passage  of  the  bill  debate  shall  be 
limited  to  2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled,  respectively,  by  the  majority  and 
minority  leaders. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is 
so  ordered. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
discussion  on  H.  R.  1573  has  digressed 
into  many  channels  and  many  areas  of 
interest.  We  have  heard  speeches  rais¬ 
ing  the  question  whether  or  not  parti¬ 
sanship  was  involved  in  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  agricultural  matters. 

May  I  say  that  I  stand  here  as  the  liv¬ 
ing  testimony  to  the  fact  that  there 
could  be  no  partisanship?  Here  is  an 
administration  proposal  which  the  jun¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Minnesota  is  trying  to 
get  through  the  Senate,  and  here  is  an 
administration  proposal  which  the  for¬ 
mer  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  is 
opposing.  If  there  is  any  partisanship 
in  that  situation,  it  is  something  like 
Alice  in  Wonderland — it  is  upside  down. 

I  seldom  find  myself  in  the  rather  un¬ 
usual  position  of  being  an  advocate  of  a 
recommendation  from  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  but  I  want  it  made  crys¬ 
tal  clear  that  that  is  exactly  what  is  hap¬ 
pening  here  tonight,  namely,  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  has  called  for 
the  repeal  of  section  348  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended. 


Mr.  President,  it  will  be  interesting  to 
note  that  the  bill  before  the  Senate  was 
presented  also  to  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  by  a  num¬ 
ber  of  our  colleagues.  Those  colleagues 
were  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson],  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Mundt],  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Clements],  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  and  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young]. 

It  is  also  important  to  note  that  no 
objection  was  registered  to  this  bill  in 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry.  I  say  that  after  having 
carefully  checked  the  record,  which 
shows  that  no  objection  was  registered 
by  vote  or  by  formal  notice  in  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  How  many  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  were  present? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  do  not  recall.  I 
only  know  there  were  no  votes  in  the 
negative.  I  know  the  subcommittee  was 
unanimous.  If  I  recall  correctly,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Aiken]  was  there  at  the  time.  I 
also  recall  that  there  was  a  quorum  pres¬ 
ent  at  the  meeting  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  should  like  to  say  that 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  was  late  in 
getting  to  the  committee  that  day.  As 
I  recall,  most  of  the  work  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  had  been  done.  Of  course,  if  I 
had  not  been  engaged  in  other  official 
business,  I  might  have  been  present  at 
the  committee  meeting.  But  I  wish  to 
make  clear  that  frequently  I  do  not 
register  an  objection  to  the  reporting  of 
a  bill  with  which  I  disagree  for  I  believe 
that  the  Senate  as  a  whole  should  be 
allowed  to  debate  bills  and  to  register  its 
position  on  them. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
respect  the  judgment  of  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  on  these  matters. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Although  the  record  will 
show  I  was  present  in  the  committee  on 
that  day,  I  believe  there  were  approxi¬ 
mately  three  bills  left  to  report  when  I 
arrived  there. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont  for  stating  his  posi¬ 
tion.  I  do  not  consider  the  fact  that  a 
committee  member  voted  either  one  way 
or  another  on  the  question  of  reporting 
a  bill  to  be  of  great  importance  in  con¬ 
nection  with  consideration  of  the  bill 
by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to 
me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Payne  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland] 
had  asked  to  be  present  in  the  commit¬ 
tee  when  the  bill  was  considered.  He 
was  detained  in  the  Committee  on  Pub- 
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lie  Works,  but  was  on  his  way  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Fores¬ 
try.  If  he  had  reached  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  in  time, 
there  certainly  would  have  been  at  least 
one  vote  in  opposition  to  having  the 
committee  report  the  bill,  and  there  cer¬ 
tainly  would  have  been  some  debate  in 
the  committee  in  opposition  to  having 
the  committee  report  the  bill. 

But  the  Senator  from  Florida  did  not 
reach  the  committee  in  time.  That  sit¬ 
uation  was  not  the  fault  of  any  Senator. 
Such  situations  develop  simply  because 
all  of  us  are  too  busy.  Certainly  no 
one  was  trying  to  harm  anyone  else. 
The  Senator  from  Florida  attempted  to 
be  present,  but  he  was  unable  to  be. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to 
me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Case 
of  South  Dakota  in  the  chair-).  Does 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Florida? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  what 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  said 
is  correct.  A  large  delegation  from 
Florida  had  come  to  see  me  regarding 
a  matter  then  before  the  Agriculture 
Subcommittee  of  the  Senate  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  and  I  had  made  a  tele¬ 
phone  call  to  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  and 
had  asked  that  action  on  this  bill  be 
postponed  until  I  was  able  to  reach  the 
committee.  The  chairman  advised  me 
that  although  the  committee’s  meeting 
had  barely  begun,  the  bill  had  already 
been  voted  to  be  reported;  and  later  he 
told  me  that  objection  was  made  to  a 
request  for  reconsideration  of  that  ac¬ 
tion  by  the  committee. 

So  my  dissent  was  quite  clearly  voiced 
in  the  only  way  I  could  then  voice  it — 
namely,  over  the  telephone,  for  I  did 
not  have  an  opportunity  to  be  present. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  under  the 
circumstances  I  believe  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  would  not  say  that  I  agreed 
to  the  reporting  of  the  bill  by  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  do  not  yield  at 
the  moment. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  only  stating  the 
facts.  It  is  a  fact  that  in  the  commit¬ 
tee  there  no  vote  in  opposition  to  report¬ 
ing  the  bill.  It  is  also  a  fact  that  a 
quorum  of  the  committee  was  present. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  not  yield  for  the 
moment  for  a  discussion  of  these  tech¬ 
nicalities,  because  the  Record  has  been 
made  perfectly  clear  by  the  Senator 
from  Florida  and  by  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota. 

An  effort  has  been  made  to  show  that 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  uncer¬ 
tain  as  to  its  stand  on  the  bill.  I  wish 
to  have  the  Record  made  perfectly  clear, 
in  showing  that  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  is  not  uncertain  with  regard  to 
its  position  on  the  bill.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  may  be  overly  polite 
to  the  supporters  of  the  Benson  farm 
program;  but  when  the  chips  were  down 
Mid  when  the  Department  had  to  face 


its  responsibility,  it  made  its  position 
clear. 

I  am  sure  it  must  be  difficult  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  and  his  many  ad¬ 
visers  who  have  been  referred  to  today, 
to  have  to  disagree  with  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  who,  a  year 
ago,  did  such  yeoman  service  for  them. 
I  am  sure  it  must  be  difficult  for  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  have  to  tell  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  he 
is  wrong.  I  am  sure  it  must  be  difficult 
for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  have 
to  tell  my  good  friend,  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  that  the 
Department  cannot  agree  with  his  po¬ 
sition. 

Mr.  President,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  been  praised  very  much  by 
my  three  distinguished  colleagues.  But 
is  not  it  interesting  for  us  to  note  that 
when  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and 
his  associates  have  been  asked  whether 
they  could  go  along  with  the  Holland 
amendment — and  I  can  imagine  that 
there  was  a  pleading  voice  or  at  least 
compelling  argument  on  that  score — the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  his  Depart¬ 
ment  have  said,  “No.” 

Let  there  be  no  doubt  about  the  mat¬ 
ter  insofar  as  the  Record  is  concerned. 
I  am  unwilling  to  have  the  Record  indi¬ 
cate  that  there  has  been  any  vacillation 
on  the  part  of  the  Department  on  this 
issue;  and  I  shall  not  permit  the  Record 
to  indicate  that,  somehow  or  other,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  got  in  line  and 
was  committed  and  that,  even  though 
now,  on  second  thought,  he  might  think 
differently,  yet,  since  he  was  committed, 
he  is  “staying  with  it.” 

Mr.  President,  I  cannot  believe  that  a 
man  of  principle,  such  as  Ezra  Taft  Ben¬ 
son,  would  permit  anything  of  that  sort 
to  be  done  in  the  name  of  political  ex¬ 
pediency.  I  am  sure  that  if  a  man  of 
such  principle  thought  the  facts  com¬ 
pelled  him  to  change  his  mind,  he  would 
speak  out  and  would  say  so. 

What  is  the  statement  we  have  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture?  It  is  as  follows: 

Statement  reaffirming  position  with  re¬ 
spect  to  a  proposal  to  repeal  section  348  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1838,  as 
amended. 

Mr.  President-  I  shall  read  the  state¬ 
ment,  as  set  forth  in  the  memorandum 
coming  from  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  I  have  this  statement  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  from  the 
Under  Secretary  and  the  Assistant  Sec¬ 
retary: 

After  careful  additional  review  and  analy¬ 
sis  by  the  Department  of  the  proposal  to 
repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  we  wish  to 
reaffirm  our  position  that  this  section  be  re¬ 
pealed.  While  the  amendments  proposed  by 
Senator  Holland  with  respect  to  certain  tech¬ 
nical  objections  which  we  had  to  this  section 
are  generally  met,  nevertheless  we  feel  that 
there  should  be  no  relationship  between 
eligibility  for  ACP  payments  and  participa¬ 
tion  in  an  allotment  and  marketing- quota 
program.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  marketing 
quotas  are  in  effect  for  all  the  basic  com¬ 
modities  except  corn,  the  eligibility  require¬ 
ment  of  section  348  will,  even  after  amend¬ 
ment — 
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Even  after  the  Holland  amendments — 
affect  principally  those  farmers  with  corn, 
allotments.  Also  there  will  necessarily  be  a 
tremendous  amount  of  administrative  detail. 
In  view  of  the  principle  involved  and  the 
discriminatory  nature  of  the  present  legis¬ 
lation,  we  recommend  repeal  of  section  348. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  decline  to  yield 
for  the  moment. 

Mr.  President,  my  friends,  who  are  so 
able,  and  who  have  explained  here,  for 
hour  after  hour,  their  amendment — my 
friends  and  colleagues,  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  who 
have  participated  in  this  debate — can  ex¬ 
plain,  and  explain,  and  explain,  and  they 
can  lead  us  off  into  one  side  road  after 
another;  but  when  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  his  Department  were  faced 
with  the  necessity  of  making  a  decision, 
even  after  the  argument  and  the  per¬ 
suasive  eloquence  and  the  perseverance 
of  the  Senator  from  Florida,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  and  his  Department 
said: 

We  recommend  repeal  of  section  348. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to  me 
at  this  time? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Who  signs  that  com¬ 
munication,  I  should  like  to  ask. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  This  is  a  commu¬ 
nication  from  Mr.  McConnell. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Did  he  sign  it? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No;  but  he  sent  it 
to  me,  after  a  telephone  conversation. 
Does  the  Senator  from  Florida  doubt 
that  it  was  sent  to  me? 

I  read: 

Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  as 
per  our  telephone  conversation  of  this 
morning. 

And  it  is  dated  “5/9/55.” 

I  doubly  checked  with  Mr.  McConnell 
because  of  private  conversations  between 
myself  and  the  Senator  from  Florida.  I 
had  my  administrative  assistant  check 
with  Mr.  McConnell. 

While  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
said  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Florida  might  solve  some  of  the  difficul¬ 
ties,  yet  the  Department  recommended 
repeal. 

I  know  the  Senator  from  Florida  has 
made  a  pretty  good  argument  with  a 
fairly  bad  amendment,  and  I  wish  to 
compliment  him  on  doing  what  I  con¬ 
sider  a  first-class  job  on  a  second-class 
proposition — and  that  is  no  small  assign¬ 
ment. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  has  retained 
in  his  amendment  the  language  of  sec¬ 
tion  343.  He  fathered  this  language. 
It  means  something.  I  now  read  from 
the  amendment: 

Any  person  who  knowingly  harvests  an 
acreage  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity 
on  his  farm  which  has  been  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  in  excess  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  such  commodity  for 
the  farm  for  such  year  under  this  title  shall 
not  be  eligible  for  any  payment  for  such 
year  under  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domes¬ 
tic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended. 
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That  was  the  original  intent,  namely, 
that  no  payments  whatsoever  for  soil 
conservation  should  be  made  under  this 
title  if  there  had  been  any  variation  or 
any  violation  of  the  allotments.  Then, 
after  having  set  forth  that  noble  prin¬ 
ciple,  we  find  line  after  line — 14  lines — 
of  the  amendment  to  prove  to  the  people 
and  to  the  country  and  to  the  Senate 
that  we  really  did  not  mean  it.  In  other 
words,  it  is  proposed  that  we  follow  the 
moral  principle  of  providing  a  penalty, 
and  that  we  provide  for  rigid  control, 
but  that  then  we  say,  “But  in  order  to 
please  the  wheat  growers,  we  will  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  little  exception,  a  little  later 
on;  and  in  order  to  please  the  peanut 
growers,  we  will  provide  for  another 
little  exception,  a  little  later  on;  and  in 
order  to  please  those  who  produce  com, 
if  they  produce  it  only  for  ensilage,  we 
will  provide  for  a  little  exception  for 
them,  too.” 

In  short,  Mr.  President,  the  amend¬ 
ment  amounts  to  a  botched-up  job.  I 
commend  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  for  adhering  to  principle  and  for 
refusing  to  agree  to  an  amendment 
which  does  not  do  the  job,  and  I  shall 
prove  that  the  amendment  does  not  do 
the  job. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HUMPPIREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  am  very  happy  to  have 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  make  the 
record  clear,  for  I  understand  that  ear¬ 
lier  today  the  impression  was  given — ■ 
given  again,  let  me  say — that  the  wheat 
farmer  is  the  villain.  However,  now 
we  find,  from  the  Department’s  own 
statement,  that  this  provision  affects 
primarily  the  corn  farmers,  who  are  lo¬ 
cated  principally  in  the  Eastern  States. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Indeed  so. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  In  Minnesota  and  North 
Dakota,  and  other  States  in  our  area, 
there  is  very  little  noncompliance.  The 
farmers  are  very  careful  to  comply  with 
all  the  regulations  under  the  price-sup¬ 
port  programs. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  Will  the  Senator  tarry  a  moment 
and  listen  to  what  the  National  Grange 
has  to  say?  The  Grange  favors  the  re¬ 
peal  of  section  348.  There  was  an  indi¬ 
cation  today  that  only  the  Farmers 
Union — even  though  I  consider  it  to  be 
one  of  the  truly  great  agricultural  or¬ 
ganizations  of  the  Nation — came  for¬ 
ward  and  testified  in  opposition. 

Mr.  President,  the  National  Grange, 
through  its  legal  consultant,  Joseph  O. 
Parker,  speaking  in  behalf  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Grange,  in  its  convention  assem¬ 
bled,  made  the  following  statement: 

The  Grange  favors  the  repeal  of  section 
348. 

The  executive  committee  of  the  National 
Grange,  on  January  24,  1955,  adopted  a  reso¬ 
lution  authorizing  the  national  office  to  seek 
repeal  of  this  provision.  It  was  their  view 
that  payment  for  conservation  practices 
should  not  be  used  as  an  enforcement  meas¬ 
ure  to  obtain  compliance  with  other  pro¬ 
grams  unrelated  to  conservation  matters. 

There  is  no  longer  any  direct  relationship 
between  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  acreage  allotment  and  market¬ 
ing  quota  program.  Conservation  payments 
are  so  small  that,  in  the  main,  they  would 
have  little  effect  from  the  standpoint  of  en¬ 


forcing  compliance  with  acreage  allotments, 
but  their  denial  might  prove  costly  in  the 
way  of  “lost”  conservation. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  to  this: 

In  addition,  the  farmers  who  are  most 
likely  to  be  affected  if  section  348  remains 
in  the  law  are  the  small  farmers  who  need 
every  encouragement  to  continue  carrying 
out  needed  conservation  practices. 

In  other  words,  the  way  the  law  is 
now  written,  the  small  farmer  is  dam¬ 
aged;  and  if  we  repeal  section  348,  it 
will  be  helpful  to  the  family-sized  farm. 

The  National  Grange  is  no  special  in¬ 
terest  group.  This  organization  has  a 
reputation  second  to  none  for  integrity, 
for  honorable  purpose,  and  for  objective 
analysis  of  many  legislative  proposals 
which  affect  American  agriculture. 

I  wish  also  to  invite  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues,  as  they  read  this  Record 
over  the  weekend  and  prepare  to  re¬ 
turn  to  vote  on  this  issue  on  Tuesday, 
to  the  fact  that  the  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  Hon.  Ervin  L.  Peterson, 
said: 

This  section  does  not  appear  to  be  effec¬ 
tive  in  influencing  farmers  to  comply  with 
acreage  allotments. 

In  other  words,  section  348  is  a  dud, 
a  mistake.  It  has  only  caused  trouble 
for  the  Department  and  for  the  farmers. 

It  seems  to  me  that  instead  of  having 
pride  of  authorship,  instead  of  being  per¬ 
sistent  in  demanding  that  this  section  be 
maintained,  even  if  its  very  purpose  were 
practically  distorted  by  amendment,  the 
thing  to  do  would  be  to  take  it  out  of 
the  law,  because  it  is  administratively 
ineffective,  because  it  perpetrates  an  in¬ 
justice  and  an  inequity  upon  the  farm¬ 
ers  themselves.  It  is  doing  a  terrible 
thing  to  soil  conservation.  Today  thou¬ 
sands  of  farmers  in  America  are  being 
denied  soil  conservation  payment  bene¬ 
fits  simply  because  of  this  provision  in 
the  present  agricultural  law.  Those 
farmers  are  not,  as  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr  Holland]  said,  “on  a  free 
ride  to  prosperity.”  Those  farmers  pay 
50  percent  of  the  cost  of  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  practices.  They  get  a  50-percent 
helping  hand  from  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  This  program  is  a  part  of  the  di¬ 
verted  acres  program.  It  is  a  part  of 
the  national  conservation  policy.  Our 
Government,  from  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  down  through  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service,  is  deeply  concerned  over  the 
impediment  which  has  been  placed  in 
the  way  of  sound  soil  conservation  prac¬ 
tices  by  a  very  unfortunate  amendment 
to  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
which  was  adopted  in  1954 — an  unfortu¬ 
nate  amendment  to  an  unfortunate  and 
unpardonable  piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Does  the  Senator  know 
who  wants  this  amendment,  besides  cer¬ 
tain  Members  of  the  Senate? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Certain  groups  of 
the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation 
sent  representatives  to  testify  in  behalf 
of  it,  but  Mr.  Lynn,  when  he  came  here 
to  testify,  said  that  the  Iowa  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  was  opposed  to  it.  How  many  more 
farm  bureaus  are  opposed  I  do  not  know. 
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but  I  do  know  that  the  only  registered 
opposition  before  the  subcommittee  was 
from  the  Farm  Bureau,  and  even  that 
was  not  too  positive,  because,  as  I  have 
mentioned,  in  the  testimony  one  of  the 
largest  sections  of  the  American  Farm 
Bureau  Federation,  the  Iowa  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau,  was  said  to  be  for  the  repeal  of 
section  348. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Does  the  Senator  agree 
that  if  this  question  were  left  to  a  vote 
of  the  farmers  themselves,  there  would 
probably  be  no  more  than  2  percent  of 
the  farmers  who  would  approve  of  the 
amendment,  and  that  they  would  prob¬ 
ably  be  the  silk-stocking  class? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  think  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct,  and  I  think  he  is  being 
generous  in  his  percentage. 

What  was  the  purpose  of  the  soil  con¬ 
servation  program?  Was  it  to  punish 
farmers?  Was  it  a  disciplinary  meas¬ 
ure?  Not  at  all.  The  fact  that  soil  con¬ 
servation  payments  were  tied  in  with 
cotton  has  no  direct  relationship  to  soil 
conservation  payments  being  tied  in  with 
other  crops.  First  of  all,  there  are  no 
production  quotas  with  respect  to  corn. 
There  are  acreage  allotments.  With  re¬ 
spect  to  cotton,  there  are  both  produc¬ 
tion  quotas  and  acreage  allotments. 
Therefore  the  control  over  it  is  much 
more  rigid.  In  years  gone  by  there  have 
been  farmers  who  have  not  agreed  to 
acreage  allotments.  But  we  did  not  try 
to  tamper  with  the  program  of  soil  con¬ 
servation  or  to  use  it  as  a  punitive  meas¬ 
ure  with  respect  to  those  who  were  un¬ 
willing  to  go  along  with  allotments. 

What  is  the  penalty  for  a  farmer  who 
does  not  abide  by  acreage  allotments  or 
production  quotas?  I  will  tell  the  Sen¬ 
ate  what  the  penalty  is.  It  is  much  more 
severe  than  the  loss  of  $50  of  soil  con¬ 
servation  payments.  The  penalty  is  no 
crop  loans  on  his  crop,  no  price  supports 
on  his  crop.  That  is  an  effective  pen¬ 
alty.  Soil  conservation  is  supposed  to 
have  the  constructive  purpose  of  building 
up  the  soil,  and  of  teaching  farmers  soil 
conservation  practices,  in  order  to  help 
them  to  make  the  soil  more  productive, 
to  use  diverted  acres,  and  to  hold  those 
diverted  acres  in  grasslands,  and  to  en¬ 
gage  in  other  soil  conservation  practices. 

I  think  it  is  most  important  to  note 
that  all  the  testimony  which  came  to  us 
underscores  everything  that  those  of  us 
who  are  supporting  this  amendment 
have  had  to  say. 

I  listened  with  keen  interest  to  the 
attempts  which  were  made  to  try  to  make 
us  believe  that  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  did  not  mean  what  it  said.  Let 
me  refer  again  to  what  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  had  to  say: 

Also,  the  present  average  ACP  amount  ot 
cost  sharing  of  less  than  $100  is  not  large 
enough  to  be  a  strong  incentive  for  farmers 
to  comply  with  acreage  allotments. 

The  principle  effect  of  this  restriction  on 
ACP  assistance  will  be  to  discourage  conser¬ 
vation  on  family-type  farms. 

That  was  not  only  from  Mr.  True 
Morse,  Under  Secretary,  but  it  was  from 
the  Farmers  Union,  and  from  the  Na¬ 
tional  Grange. 

It  is  very  strange  to  find  our  friends, 
•who  are  supposedly  supporting  the  Farm 
Bureau  position,  speaking  in  direct  con- 
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tradiction  of  the  Farm  Bureau  position. 
The  Farm  Bureau  says  that  we  ought 
to  separate  soil  conservation  completely 
from  the  allotment  and  production  quota 
systems.  The  Farm  Bureau  recommends 
that  we  place  the  entire  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  program  back  in  the  hands  of  the 
States,  in  the  Extension  Service. 

We  find  those  who  are  basing  their 
action  in  part  upon  the  testimony  of  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  indi¬ 
cating  that  there  ought  to  be  a  direct 
relationship  in  terms  of  production  con¬ 
trols  and  soil  conservation,  with  pen¬ 
alties. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Do  I  correctly  un¬ 
derstand  the  Senator  to  say  that  he  is 
astonished  that  the  Farm  Bureau  Fed¬ 
eration  does  not  own  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Not  at  all.  I  was 
astonished  that  my  colleagues,  able  and 
distinguished  as  they  are,  tried  to  base 
a  part  of  their  case  upon  the  position  of 
that  organization.  The  only  witness  to 
come  before  the  subcommittee  in  oppo¬ 
sition  to  the  repeal  of  section  348  was 
the  witness  of  the  Farm  Bureau  Federa¬ 
tion,  and  it  was  lukewarm  in  its  op¬ 
position.  Even  then  it  was  not  unani¬ 
mous  opposition,  because  the  Iowa  Farm 
Bureau  was  in  favor  of  repealing  section 
348.  What  I  am  saying  is  that  the  only 
outside  evidence  and  support  that  we 
can  point  to  from  great  farm  organiza¬ 
tions  is  from  the  Farm  Bureau  Federa¬ 
tion,  and  their  position  is  that  soil-con¬ 
servation  practices  and  programs  should 
go  back  to  the  States,  and  much  of  it 
put  in  the  hands  of  the  Extension  Service. 

All  I  am  trying  to  do  is  to  keep  the 
record  straight.  I  listened  this  after¬ 
noon  with  considerable  interest  to  the 
comments  about  the  advisers  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture.  Those  are  the 
same  advisers  my  distinguished  col¬ 
leagues  held  in  such  esteem  a  short  time 
ago.  Those  same  advisers  have  been 
advising  the  Secretary  all  along  the  line. 
They  must  be  right  once  in  a  while. 
They  have  apparently  come  to  realize 
the  unfortunate  effects  of  the  provisions 
of  section  348.  Those  advisers,  from  the 
head  of  the  soil-conservation  program 
up  to  the  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
have  stated  that  this  section  should  be 
repealed. 

I  have  just  1  or  2  other  comments  to 
make  on  this  subject,  and  I  shall  yield 
the  floor  on  this  particular  item. 

I  wish  to  call  to  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  the  statement  of  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson].  I  regret 
he  is  not  on  the  floor.  I  had  hoped 
earlier  today  that  I  might  have  a  chance 
to  speak  with  him  about  his  statement. 
The  Senator  from  Kansas  was  one  of 
those  who  proposed  a  bill  to  repeal  sec¬ 
tion  348.  It  is  S.  494.  What  did  that 
bill  propose?  It  proposed  to  repeal  sec¬ 
tion  348. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  listened  to 
the  persuasive  argument — and  it  was  a 
persuasive  argument — of  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  ;  that  is,  it 
was  persuasive  so  far  as  the  argument 
went.  The  Senator  from  Kansas  came 


at  least  close  to  saying  that  possibly  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Florida 
met  his  objections  to  section  348.  I  wish 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  were  here. 
However,  I  shall  rely  upon  the  written 
record.  I  want  to  read  from  the  state¬ 
ment  the  Senator  from  Kansas  made  to 
the  chairman  of  our  committee.  He 
said: 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  bill  (S.  494)  was  intro¬ 
duced  for  the  purpose  of  repealing  section 
348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended.  I  feel  that  it  was  never 
intended  or  contemplated  even  remotely  that 
the  agricultural  conservation  program  should 
be  tied  in  with  the  acreage-allotment  and 
marketing-quota  law. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  says  it  was 
never  intended  or  contemplated,  even 
remotely,  that  the  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  program  should  be  tied  in  with  the 
acreage-allotment  and  marketing -quota 
law. 

I  should  like  to  say  to  my  friend  from 
Kansas  that  the  Holland  amendment 
does  tie  it  in.  The  Holland  amendment 
is  predicated  upon  the  proposition  that 
there  is  a  tie-in  and  a  tie-up  between 
soil  conservation  payments  and  acreage 
allotments  and  production  quotas. 

I  only  hope  that  our  good  friend  from 
Kansas  in  reviewing  the  Record  will  see 
that  the  bill  he  offered  is  in  conflict  with 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Florida  and  his  associates. 

I  continue  with  the  statement  of  the 
Senator  from  Kansas: 

The  effect  of  this  amendment,  which  is 
now  section  348,  was  to  deprive  a  farmer  of 
his  ACP  payments  if  he  knowingly  exceeded 
his  acreage  allotment  on  any  one  of  the  crops 
then  under  control.  I  do  not  believe  there 
was  any  element  of  control  contemplated  in 
the  original  ACP  program. 

The  provision  I  am  attempting  to  repeal 
here  will  particularly  affect  corn  and  wheat 
producers.  It  will  not  have  any  material 
effect  on  cotton  and  peanut  and  tobacco 
producers  because  those  commodities  are 
under  marketing  quotas  whenever  acreage 
allotments  are  in  effect,  and  that  almost 
automatically  prevents  any  farmer  from 
being  out  of  compliance. 

Is  it  not  interesting  to  note  that  cot¬ 
ton  and  tobacco  and  peanut  producers 
for  all  practical  purposes  are  not  affected 
by  section  348?  However,  the  producers 
of  corn  and  wheat,  who  have  taken  se¬ 
vere  acreage  cuts  and  have  had  millions 
of  acres  taken  out  of  production,  and 
have  suffered  a  drop  in  price,  should  be 
denied  soil-conservation  payments. 

The  situation  with  respect  to  cotton 
and  corn  is  entirely  different  even  under 
the  law,  so  far  as  controls  and  regula¬ 
tions  are  concerned. 

The  legislation  we  are  talking  about 
repealing,  that  is,  section  348,  is  de¬ 
signed  in  part  to  help  out  the  farmers 
who  produce  wheat  and  corn  in  areas 
that  are  now  arid,  drought-stricken, 
wind-blown,  and  who  are  the  victims  of 
pestilence.  It  would  give  them  a  little 
soil- conservation  benefits. 

If  my  colleagues  wish  to  apply  more 
severe  penalties  for  violation  of  acreage 
allotments,  let  them  write  those  penal¬ 
ties  into  law.  However,  let  us  not  use 
such  a  constructive,  progressive,  and 
forward-looking  program  as  the  soil- 
conservation  program  as  a  club  to 


discipline  those  who  in  some  manner  or 
another  exceed  their  allotments.  We 
should  have  soil  conservation  even  if  we 
never  have  any  acreage  allotment.  We 
would  need  soil  conservation  even  if  we 
never  heard  the  words  “production 
quota.” 

I  am  happy  to  note  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  on  second  thought, 
feels  that  section  348  is  not  advisable, 
that  section  348  works  in  contradiction 
to  the  purposes  and  needs  of  the  farm 
program,  and  that  section  348  should  be 
repealed. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  who  presides  over 
the  Senate  at  this  time,  also  presented 
a  bill  before  our  committee.  I  may  say 
that  it  was  a  bill  that  had  exactly  the 
same  purpose  as  H.  R.  1573.  His  bill  is 
known  as  S.  517.  It  is  noted  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  the  report  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  Report 
No.  210. 

I  have  before  me  the  statement  of  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota.  It  is  im¬ 
portant  that  I  read  1  or  2  sections  of 
his  statement: 

This  provision  of  the  law — 

Speaking  of  section  348 — 
was  severely  criticized  by  the  groups  as  they 
do  not  wish  to  have  this  provision  applied 
to  wheat  or  corn.  We  have  had  a  number 
of  letters  requesting  that  some  action  be 
taken  to  have  the  above  section  repealed. 

In  1954  in  South  Dakota  it  now  appears 
that  the  compliance  in  the  corn  allotment 
program  will  only  be  about  40  percent;  in 
other  words,  60  percent  of  the  farmers  in 
the  commercial  corn  area  will  have  over¬ 
planted  their  allotment. 

In  other  words,  60  percent  of  the  farm¬ 
ers  do  not  get  the  benefit  of  crop  loans, 
or  the  price-support  program,  which  is 
based  on  crop  loans.  They  have  to  go 
into  the  free  market.  They  must  take 
lower  prices.  That  is  enough  penalty  for 
one  who  does  not  want  to  abide  by  the 
production-control  program  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  con¬ 
tinues  : 

They  have  lost  their  price-support  pro¬ 
tection,  but  under  the  present  provision  gov¬ 
erning  the  1954  program  they  will  still  be 
eligible  to  receive  Federal  cost-sharing  pay¬ 
ments  under  the  agricultural  conservation 
program.  In  1955,  if  similar  conditions  pre¬ 
vail,  they  will  not  be  eligible  for  ACP  pay¬ 
ments.  It  is  the  general  feeling  of  the  farm¬ 
ers  that  price  support  should  not  be  tied  in 
with  the  AC  program.  Under  the  price-sup¬ 
port  program,  the  producer  is  being  guar¬ 
anteed  greater  returns  for  his  product  and 
he  receives  a  direct  monetary  benefit;  but  in 
the  case  of  the  Federal  cost  sharing  in  the 
AC  program  the  producer  must  contribute 
out  of  his  own  pocket  not  less  than  50  percent 
of  the  cost  of  carrying  out  the  practice.  The 
benefits  accruing  from  the  conservation 
practices  may  not  be  of  a  monetary  benefit 
to  him  immediately;  in  fact,  it  may  take 
several  years  before  he  realizes  any  financial 
benefit  from  the  practices  carried  out,  but 
the  consumers  of  the  United  States  are  as¬ 
sured  that  the  benefits  of  the  soil-  and  water- 
conservation  program  will  insure  to  them  a 
plentiful  supply  of  food  and  fiber  from  the 
farms  and  ranches  of  America. 

For  this  reason,  therefore,  I  introduced  S. 
517,  a  bill  to  repeal  section  311  (a)  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1954,  Public  Law  690,  83d 
Congress. 
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I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present  this 
information  to  the  members  of  the  Senate 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  and  will 
appreciate  any  considerations  given  to  S.  517. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  that  is  a  pretty- 
persuasive  argument.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  has  placed  his  finger  on 
the  truth  in  this  particular  case.  A  soil- 
conservation  program  has  long-range 
benefits,  regardless  of  any  kind  of  price- 
support  program.  A  soil-conservation 
program  stands  on  its  own  merits,  re¬ 
gardless  of  any  acreage  allotments  and 
marketing-quota  provisions  tied  into  a 
price-support  program.  I  repudiate  the 
effort  which  is  being  made  to  try  to  treat 
these  two  separate  and  distinct  programs 
as  if  they  were  Siamese  twins.  They  are, 
in  fact,  separate  programs.  We  might 
have  a  soil-conservation  program  with¬ 
out  any  price-support  program  whatso¬ 
ever.  We  do  have  soil-conservation  pro¬ 
grams  for  land  on  which  there  are  no’ 
crops  which  are  price  supported. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  soil- 
conservation  payments  which  are  being 
used  as  the  penalty  are  being  so  used 
only  for  those  crops  which  are  basic  com¬ 
modities.  There  are  other  crops  that 
are  planted.  There  are  barley,  oats,  rye, 
substitute  crops  for  corn  and  wheat.  Yet 
section  348  was  directed  essentially  at  the 
so-called  basic  commodities. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  the  Record  to  be 
clear  that  nonbasic  commodities  are  also 
price  supported.  Yet,  if  my  memory 
serves  me  correctly,  section  348  applies 
to  the  basic  commodities. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  when  we 
finally  come  to  vote  on  this  bill  on  Tues¬ 
day  we  shall  keep  one  thing  in  mind, 
not  whether  we  are  for  high  price  sup¬ 
ports  or  flexible  supports,  not  whether 
Secretary  Benson  is  the  world’s  greatest 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  is  a  person  of 
lesser  capacity,  not  whether  or  not  those 
of  us  who  voted  in  1954  were  right  or 
wrong,  but  to  concentrate  our  attention 
on  this  particular  proposal,  namely,  the 
repeal  of  section  348. 

Why  do  I  ask  this?  Because  right 
now  farmers  need  to  know  what  the  pol¬ 
icy  of  the  Government  is  going  to  be. 
They  need  to  have  a  sense  of  direction 
from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  as 
to  what  the  soil-conservation  policies  are 
to  be.  I  can  say,  in  all  candor,  that  they 
are  not  going  to  get  much  sense  of  direc¬ 
tion  from  the  Holland  amendment  be¬ 
cause  it  opens  up  a  Pandora’s  box  for 
administrative  abuse,  for  administrative 
discretion,  and  for  administrative  detail. 
I  listened  to  the  Senator  from  Florida 
say  that  if  a  farmer  violates  an  acreage 
allotment  it  can  be  measured  and  ascer¬ 
tained  whether  there  was  too  much 
planted  or  produced.  Mr.  President,  the 
Department  does  not  have  enough  people 
to  do  that  kind  of  thing.  That  is  why 
the  Department  has  said  in  their  state¬ 
ment  to  me  that  there  will  necessarily  be 
a  tremendous  amount  of  administrative 
detail,  that  they  will  be  spending  a  good 
deal  of  time,  money,  and  effort  on  ad¬ 
ministrative  management  of  an  amend¬ 
ment  that  is  administratively  impossible 
and  unwieldy. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  Senate 
will  reject  the  amendment  when  it  is 


called  up.  I  recognize  that  there  may 
be  a  feeling  that  the  whole  subject  mat¬ 
ter  needs  to  be  further  discussed.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mundt]  offered  what  I  thought  was  a 
fair  and  reasonable  alternative.  He 
said: 

Let  us  proceed  with  the  repeal  of  section 
348  and  then  let  the  Holland  amendment  go 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Fores¬ 
try,  where  representatives  of  the  Department 
and  representatives  of  organizations  which 
are  interested  can  testify,  and  we  can  deter¬ 
mine  whether  there  is  merit  to  any  of  the 
provisions  of  the  amendment  and  whether 
the  act  of  1954  should  be  further  amended. 

I  hope  that  that  procedure  may  be 
followed,  but  it  appears  that  it  will  not. 

ADDRESS  BY  SENATOR  LEHMAN  AT 
THE  STEPHEN  WISE  AWARD  DIN¬ 
NER  OF  THE  AMERICAN  JEWISH 
CONGRESS 

Ir.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
lik\  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that 
last  flight  one  of  the  most  beloved  Mem¬ 
bers  o£  the  Senate,  the  Honorable  Her¬ 
bert  h\Lehman,  of  New  York,  received 
the  annual  Stephen  V/ise  award  at  a 
dinner  of  me  American  Jewish  Congress, 
at  the  Statlev  Hotel  in  Washington,  D. 

In  accepting  the  award  Senator  Li 
man  made  a  brilliant  speech,  one  which 
I  think  will  glowvin  history  as  a  shining 
example  of  the  statesmanship  pi  the 
Senator  from  NewxYork.  At  this  time 
I  should  like  to  read  into  the  Record 
several  paragraphs  ofNais  spaech,  in  the 
course  of  which  he  discu^sqd  civil  rights 
and  civil  liberties. 

On  the  subject  of  civil/rlghts,  Senator 
Lehman  had  the  follp'wing\to  say,  in 
part: 

I  do  not  know  whether  I  will  five  to  see 
the  day  when  equal  .tights  are  assured — and 
enjoyed — by  every yfitizen,  without  discrimi¬ 
nation  or  segregation,  direct  or  implicit. 
Nor  do  I  knowyAvhether  enough  years  'will 
be  granted  ims  to  observe  that  day  wlDen. 
civil  liberties/ are  again  enshrined  in  then 
proper  placaan  America,  and  exercised  freely/ 
without  fear  or  reproach. 

But  ^qjledge  you  tonight  that  in  what 
years  are  left  me  I  will  continue  to  strive 
towanfl  those  goals  and  to  make  available 
wha/  energies  and  talents  I  have  to  the 
common  effort  to  realize  them. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  say  that  the 
'sentiments  expressed  in  that  beautiful 
statement  by  Senator  Lehman  only  mir¬ 
ror  the  record  the  Senator  from  New 
York  already  has  made  in  the  field  of 
civil  rights.  I  am  sure  I  express  the 
hopes  and  prayers  of  all  Members  of  the 
Senate  when  I  say  we  trust  he  will  enjoy 
a  great  many  more  years  in  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States,  to  continue  the 
great  fight  he  has  made  for  civil  rights 
and  civil  liberties. 

A  little  later  in  his  speech — and  I  now 
refer  to  page  4 — we  find  the  following 
statement,  on  which  I  wish  to  comment: 

Yet,  as  Walter  Lippmann  has  brought  out 
so  brilliantly  in  his  recent  book,  “The  Public 
Philosophy,”  free  debate  is  the  heart  and 
soul  of  democracy.  It  is  the  justification 
of  democracy.  Without  it,  democracy  does 
not  and  cannot  function.  Unless  the  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  people  can  freely  debate, 
and  the  people  freely  hear  all  the  argu¬ 


ments,  pro  and  con,  on  all  public  questions, 
democracy  becomes  merely  a  form  and  a 
phrase.  Representative  government,  with-, 
out  free  debate,  can  become  as  oppressive 
as  totalitarian  government  or  as  destructl 
and  chaotic  as  anarchy  itself.  In  either  c/se, 
the  end  and  the  result  are  the  same. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  read  thaf  part 
of  Senator  Lehman’s  speech  because,  in 
making  that  statement,  he  has/set  forth 
one  of  the  basic  tenets  of  myy5wn  politi¬ 
cal  philosophy,  a  tenet  which  Senator 
Lehman  has  exemplified  a/a  personified 
time  and  time  again  her/  in  the  Senate. 
In  that  connection,  I/have  seen  him 
stand  almost  alone  m  the  Senate,  Mr. 
President;  and  only/in  recent  weeks  he 
has  demonstrated  .once  again  his  dedi¬ 
cation  to  the  principle  set  forth  in  the 
part  of  his  speech  I  have  just  read,  his 
devotion  to  tho'principle  that  free  debate 
is  importanyto  the  maintenance  of  our 
freedom,  ana  his  belief  that  all  Members 
of  the  Senate,  even  when  they  are  in  a 
small  minority,  must  be  sufficiently 
courageous  to  fight  for  the  maintenance 
of  fr£e  debate  and  the  opportunity  to 
express  views  which  differ  from  those  of 
th/  majority  on  any  issue,  and  must  be 
erfectly  willing  to  let  history  judge  of 
the  correctness  of  their  course  of  action. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been  so  favor¬ 
ably  impressed  with  Senator  Lehman’s 
speech,  and  I  have  been  so  greatly  moved 
by  its  symbolism  in  relation  to  the 
meaning  of  democracy,  that  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  hare  the  entire  speech 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  body  of  the 
Record,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  speech 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Remarks  of  Senator  Herbert  H.  Lehman  at 
Stephen  Wise  Award  Dinner  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Jewish  Congress,  Statler  Hotel, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

I  would  be  Insensitive,  indeed,  if  I  were 
not  moved  by  this  gathering  tonight  of  so 
many  good  friends  assembled  here  to  do  me 
honor. 

When  I  was  advised  that  I  was  to  be  given 
the  Stephen  S.  Wise  award,  I  expressed  to 
the  American  Jewish  Congress  my  heartfelt 
^hanks  and  appreciation.  I  renew  that  ex- 
ression  here  tonight  upon  the  actual  receipt 
ofVhat  fine  and  inspiring  award.  And  I  am 
happy  to  present  the  $1,000  check  I  have  just 
received  to  the  United  Jewish  Appeal,  to  fur¬ 
ther  toe  humanitarian  work  which  that  fine 
organization  has  carried  on  for  so  many 
years. 

The  awaM  given  me  is  for  service  in  the 
cause  of  civil  rights  and  civil  liberties.  I 
said  a  year  apo — it  is  still  true  tonight — -I 
consider  the  award  as  much  a  mandate  for 
the  future  as  a  xecognition  of  the  past.  I 
judge  the  goals  in\iuestion  to  be  so  far  from 
achieved,  and  yet  so  vital  to  our  national 
salvation,  that  none  af  us  dares  rest  on  past 
contributions.  This  caiise  continues  to  chal¬ 
lenge  the  devotion  of  (njery  American. 

I  do  not  know  whethek  I  will  live  to  see 
the  day  when  equal  rigrta;  are  assured — ■ 
and  enjoyed — -by  every  citizen,  without  dis¬ 
crimination  or  segregation,  dinrct  or  implicit. 
Nor  do  I  know  whether  enoughYyears  will  be 
granted  me  to  observe  that  daj\when  civil 
liberties  are  again  enshrined  in  tlreir  proper 
place  in  America,  and  exercised  freety.  with¬ 
out  fear  or  reproach. 

But  I  pledge  you,  tonight,  that  inVvhat 
years  are  left  me,  I  will  continue  to  striv\to- 
ward  those  goals,  and  to  make  available 
energies  and  talents  I  have  to  the  commo\ 
effort  to  realize  them. 
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iV'ant  to  call  special  attention  to  the 
worlOof  an  organization  known  as  Youth 
of  All  Nations,  Inc.,  seeking  to  build  last¬ 
ing  peacte  through  young  understanding. 
This  orgsuiuzation  is  dedicated  to  devel¬ 
oping  pen  >pals  throughout  the  world. 
Young  peoplomf  other  lands  are  so  eager 
for  letters  tha\thousands  of  more  letter 
writers  are  needed  in  this  country. 

As  an  examplckMr.  president,  I  ask 
unanimous  consenk  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  a  letter  to  me 
from  five  members  of 'Youth  of  All  Na¬ 
tions,  appealing  for  more  American  pen 
pals  to  write  to  AsiansVand  Africans. 
What  could  be  more  appropriate  for  us 
to  encourage  at  this  time?  \ 

There  being  no  objection,  \he  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  thesREcoRD, 
as  follows :  \ 

April  23,  1^55. 

Dear  Senator  Humphrey  :  The  undersigned 
have  personal  friends  in  most  of  the  coun¬ 
tries  represented  at  the  Asian-African  CoiW 
ference  being  held  in  Indonesia.  We  think\ 
thousands  of  other  Americans,  now  more  in¬ 
terested  in  that  important  area,  would  also 
enjoy  increasing  their  understanding  of  it 
through  correspondence  with  individual 
Asians  and  Africans,  if  they  just  knew  how  to 
go  about  it.  Will  you  then  help  us  tell  them? 

Will  you  introduce  your  constituents  to 
Youth  of  All  Nations,  Inc.,  a  nonpolitical, 
nonprofit  organization  we  belong  to  which 
makes  such  contacts  possible?  Say,  please, 
that  we  invite  all  between  the  ages  of  14  and 
27  to  join  us.  They  will  find  membership 
informative,  challenging,  and  fun.  They 
will  find  our  bulletin.  Mirror  for  Youth,  a 
unique  way  to  keep  in  touch  with  the  thou¬ 
sands  of  members  no  one  can  write  to  per¬ 
sonally. 

YOAN  helps  youth  everywhere,  regardless 
of  nation,  race,  or  religious  beliefs,  to  under¬ 
stand  each  other's  ways  and  purposes 
through  the  only  means  available  to  most  of 
mankind — the  personal  letter.  How  many 
of  the  world’s  people  can,  after  all,  be  ex¬ 
change  students  or  even  tourists?  During 
the  past  8  years  our  program  has  sparked 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  friendly  interna¬ 
tional  letters.  As  we  are  plain,  not  official, 
Americans,  our  overseas  friends  readily  ac¬ 
cept  what  we  tell  them  about  democratic 
life  here.  And  we,  as  citizens  of  an  old  de¬ 
mocracy,  are  watching  the  progress  of  the 
newer  democracies. 

We  believe  you  will  welcome  knowing  of 
private  enterprise  like  YOAN  and  will  like 
the  idea  that,  although  it  is  informally  help¬ 
ful  to  that  part  of  the  Congress  concerned 
with  our  country’s  foreign  affairs,  no  Gov¬ 
ernment  funds  are  involved.  Our  work  has, 
it  happens,  been  praised  before  Congress  by 
Representative  Frances  P.  Bolton,  Ohio  Re¬ 
publican,  in  the  Democratic  Digest — Septem¬ 
ber  1954  issue,  and  in  important  newspapers. 
Educational  and  religious  leaders  endorse  it. 

We  urgently  need  more  young  Americans 
to  write  to  our  fellow  YOAN-ers  in  Indo¬ 
nesia,  the  Philippines,  Vietnam,  Syria,  India, 
Japan,  the  Gold  Coast,  etc.,  and  thousands 
in  Europe,  Australia,  Latin  America,  and 
various  islands.  For  they  all  want  a  pen 
friend  in  the  United  States  of  America.  So 
we,  representing  the  United  States  members 
of  Youth  of  All  Nations,  Inc.,  appeal  for  help. 
Anyone  interested  not  only  in  telling  the 
American  story  abroad  but  also  in  finding 
out  more  about  average  life  in  other  coun¬ 
tries  should  send  a  nickel  and  a  self-ad¬ 
dressed,  stamped  envelope  to  Clara  Leiser, 
executive  director,  16  St.  Luke’s  Place,  New 
York  14,  N.  Y. 


Thank  you,  sir,  for  aiding  our  efforts  to 
improve  international  relations. 

Respectfully, 

Youth  op  All  Nations,  Inc. 

Henry  Fernandez. 

Audrey  E.  Davidson. 

Roy  Blumenthal. 

Norma  Jaeger, 

Ruth  Sandman. 

New  York,  N.  Y. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
hope  young  America  will  respond  eagerly 
to  that  appeal.  It  has  been  backed  up  to 
me  in  another  letter  from  the  executive 
director  and  moving  spirit  of  Youth  of 
All  Nations,  Clara  Leiser.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  for  it  to  appear  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Youth  op  All  Nations,  Inc., 

New  York,  N.  Y.,  April  26,  1955. 
The  Honorable  Hubert  H.  Humphrey 
Senate  Office  Building, 

W ashington,  D.  C. 

\  Dear  Senator  Humphrey:  May  I  stress  the 
urgency  of  the  accompanying  appeal?  The 
five\signers  represent  about  1,000  American 
“YOAN-ers,”  who  are  trying,  valiantly,  to 
satisfy\  many  thousands  of  non-Americans 
walting\for  a  personal  pen-friend  in  the 
United  States  of  America.  Can  you  mention 
the  appealNin  your  weekly  newsletter  or  ra¬ 
dio  report?  \We  need  thousands  of  active 
United  Stated  members  to  help  convince 
youth  the  world  over  that  this  Nation  is 
devoted  to  achieving  a  world  at  peace. 

Right  now  there\is  high  and  special  value 
for  our  country  in \he  simple,  forthright, 
friendly  Youth  of  Ark  Nations  approach  to 
youth  overseas.  We  as\  them,  you  see,  what 
they  want  better  knowh  about  their  own 
countries — what  misconceptions  they  feel 
others  have  about  them — what  countries  and 
people  they  find  hard  to  understand.  You 
might  be  surprised  to  see  hoV  often  “the 
U.  S.  S.  R.  and  the  U.  S.  A.”  appears.) 

We  keep  track,  too,  of  current  articles  and 
books  on  foreign  affairs.  The  following  very 
recent  observation  bears  tellingly  \n  our 
work  in  Asia.  "Where  the  Government 
leaves  off  *  *  *  private  enterprise  cai\ be¬ 
gin.  Individual  Americans  *  *  *  can  speak 
with  a  freedom  and  *  *  *  with  the  diverslv 
ty  of  points  of  view  that  is  the  true  strengths 
of  democracy.  *  *  *  The  private  American 
can  more  easily  enter  into  the  free  and  unin¬ 
hibited  give-and-take  of  ideas  on  which  our 
whole  concept  of  democratic  progress  de¬ 
pends.  *  *  *  We  should  establish  fruitful 
intellectual  contacts  at  every  possible  level.” 

We  believe  the  YOAN  program  responds  to 
those  recommendations,  and  we  hope  you 
will  agree  that  our  success  thus  far  warrants 
our  asking  support  to  realize  YOAN’s  full 
potential  for  United  States  and  world  good. 
Will  you  help  us  reach  adults  who  would 
contribute  supplies  and/or  money?  These 
are  income-tax  deductible. 

YOAN  really  is  winning  the  minds  of  the 
young — and  their  hearts.  But  even  our 
modest  program  requires  funds.  If,  as  one 
vitally  concerned  with  the  foreign  relations 
of  our  country,  you  agree  that  American 
youth  can  be  powerful  private  voices  of 
America,  will  you  help  us  to  secure  a  grant 
from  some  foundation  whose  funds  are  avail¬ 
able  for  peace-building? 

Extra  important  is  our  small  but  really 
loved  Mirror  for  Youth,  in  which  “YOAN- 
ers”  share  what  they  learn  from  correspond¬ 
ence,  and  “Headquarters”  share  what  we 
learn  from  them  all.  Want  of  funds  has  pre¬ 
vented  our  issuing  MFY  as  often  as  we 


should.  Thousands  of  fine  young  people  are 
waiting  for  it. 

For  what  you  may  do  to  help  this  down- 
to-earth  program  which  works,  thanks. 

Sincerely, 

Clara  Leiser. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  this 
body  has  given  considerable  thought  to 
problems  of  juvenile  delinquency.  I 
think  it  would  be  well  to  consider  the 
comment  of  a  young  Minnesota  girl,  a 
new  member  of  Youth  of  All  Nations,  Di¬ 
ane  Clarity  of  International  Falls,  who 
wrote  in  her  application  to  this  organ¬ 
ization  : 

It  certainly  gives  you  something  construc¬ 
tive  to  do.  If  more  kids  had  pen-pals,  there 
would  not  be  so  much  “juvenile  delin¬ 
quency.” 

Clara  Leiser  informs  me  that  United 
States  youth  as  a  rule  feels  rather 
bitter  about  having  the  whole  world 
think  all  United  States  youth  is  delin¬ 
quent — as  the  nature  and  volume  of  this 
publicity  given  to  juvenile  delinquency 
could  seem  to  make  them  think.  Here  is 
a  great  chance  for  youth  to  speak  out  for 
itself,  and  show  young  people  of  other 
lands  the  real  backbone  of  American 
youth. 

It  has  been  somewhat  embarrassing 
for  leaders  of  this  movement  to  have 
to  tell  many  overseas  members  that 
there  are  not  enough  young  Americans 
willing  to  become  pen-pals  and  answer 
their  questions  about  the  United  States 
of  America,  giving  them  an  unfair  im¬ 
pression  that  United  States  youth  may 
be  less  concerned  about  contemporaries 
abroad  than  the  latter  are  about  them. 
All  I  think  American  youth  needs  is  en¬ 
couragement  and  the  opportunity  to 
learn  how  many  can  take  part  in  this 
great  undertaking.  They  can  be  a  great 
force  for  good,  and  help  build  for  peace. 

Let  me  suggest  that  anyone  interested 
in  furthering  this  work  among  young 
people  get  in  touch  with  Youth  for  All 
Nations,  16  St.  Luke’s  Place,  New  York 
14,  N.  Y. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
consent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record 
Sjust  two  of  thousands  of  typical  com¬ 
ments  about  this  program  from  the  files 
of 'Youth  of  All  Nations. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  com- 
ments\were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
REcoRDhas  follows: 

Vicki,  all  American  young  woman:  “I'm  a 
better  newspaper  reader  these  days.  How 
come?  I  lito  have  personal  friends  in 
‘headline  countries.'  i  know  how  they  view 
this  or  that  about  the  United  States  of  Amer¬ 
ica,  and  what  thev  want  us  to  know  about 
them.  First-handVccounts  of  education  in 
Maylaya,  reaction  to Ntmerican  foreign  policy 
in  Germany,  little  mwn  customs  of  the 
Irish  and  the  Greeks,  haye  made  me  an  avid 
reader  of  all  world  newsVand  now  I  would 
like  to  help  your  readers  stare  my  pleasure 
in  ‘YOAN-ing.’  ”  >> 

Jagjit,  a  member  in  India  VWe  [that  is, 
he  and  his  correspondents  in  Pour  different 
countries]  have  developed  a  gfekjd  under¬ 
standing  and  friendlier  world  ton;  to  the 
spirit  of  the  organization — YOAN.  sto  much 
so  that  even  our  parents  share  ouryhews. 
After  this  1 -year-old  correspondence,'!  am 
fully  conversant  with  almost  all  the  tnydi- 
tions  and  customs  of  [my  friends]  countrie^” 
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AMENDMENT  OP  SECTION  708  OP 
AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OP  1954 
Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
received  today  a  telegram  from  the  Na¬ 
tional  Wool  Marketing  Association  tell¬ 
ing  me  that  a  very  disastrous  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  presented  on  the  Senate 
floor;  that  they  did  not  know  the  full 
import  of  the  proposed  amendment,  but 
understood  it  to  be  an  attack  on  coop¬ 
eratives. 

,  I  can  only  suggest  to  those  who  sent 

!the  telegram  that  it  is  a  strange  mes¬ 
sage  for  me  to  receive,  when  I  realize 
who  it  was  who  put  wool  into  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1954  by  an  amendment. 
I  put  it  there  because  I  thought  it  was 
good,  and  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  agreed  with  me. 

I  believe  it  is  bad  policy  to  say  that 
the  cooperative  associations  shall  be 
allowed  to  cast  the  votes  of  all  their 
^  producer  members.  I  believe  that  when 
they  are  paying  taxes  they  ought  to  be 
given  an  opportunity  to  express  them¬ 
selves  on  the  issue.  Therefore,  I  had 
favored  eliminating  from  the  provisions 
of  section  708  the  part  which  reads  as 
follows : 

Approval  or  disapproval  by  cooperative 
associations  shall  be  considered  as  approval 
or  disapproval  by  the  producers  who  are 
members  of,  stockholders  in,  or  under  con¬ 
tract  with  such  cooperative  association  of 
producers. 

I  do  not  intend,  however,  to  offer  such 
an  amendment  without  consultation 
with  the  Members  of  the  Senate  who 
come  from  wool -producing  States  and 
who  have  been  very  active  in  wool  legis¬ 
lation.  Almost  without  exception,  they 
have  asked  me  to  present  this  proposal 
in  the  form  of  a  bill,  which  I  intend  to  do. 

I  now  ask  unanimous  consent,  out  of 
order,  to  introduce  a  bill  to  amend  sec¬ 
tion  708  of  Public  Law  690,  83d  Congress, 
2d  session,  in  order  that  it  may  come 
properly  before  the  committee  and  hear¬ 
ings  may  be  held  upon  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Case 
of  South  Dakota  in  the  chair).  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred. 

The  bill  (S.  1980)  to  amend  section  708 
of  Public  Law  690  of  the  83d  Congress, 
2d  session  (the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954), 
introduced  by  Mr.  Anderson,  was  re¬ 
ceived,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry. 


REPEAL  OF  SECTION  348  OF  THE 

AGRICULTURAL  ADJUSTMENT  ACT 

OF  1938 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  1573)  to  repeal  section 
348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
intend  to  say  a  few  words  about  the 
amendment  which  has  been  discussed, 
and  then  for  a  few  minutes  I  plan  to  dis¬ 
cuss  farm  income  in  the  United  States, 
where  it  is  going,  and  why  it  is  going 
there. 

I  had  considered  offering  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  bill  which  would  not  have 
been  germane  to  it,  but  I  was  agreeable  to 
the  unanimous-consent  agreement  en¬ 


tered  into  a  few  moments  ago  which  pre¬ 
cluded  any  amendments  which  were  not 
germane,  because  I  had  not  intended  to 
call  up  my  amendment. 

The  very  able  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Thye]  referred  to  the  fact  that 
those  of  us  who  had  felt  that  a  different 
version  of  a  repeal  or  a  modification  of 
section  348  should  be  adopted  did  not 
have  much  support  in  the  hearings  be¬ 
fore  his  subcommittee;  that  there  was 
only  one  witness  who  seemed  to  speak 
for  it,  and  many  persons  who  seemed  to 
speak  against  it. 

I  would  only  say  that  not  too  long  ago, 
I  was  reading  a  little  play  called  Enemy 
of  the  People,  written  by  a  fine  Nor¬ 
wegian  playwright.  He  said  that  he  had 
finally  come  to  a  certain  conclusion, 
which  was  this;  That  the  strongest  man 
in  the  world  is  he  who  stands  most  alone. 

In  agricultural  policy,  frequently  per¬ 
sons  find  it  necessary  to  stand  alone.  If 
in  this  particular  instance  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  all  the  farm  organiza¬ 
tions,  and  all  their  cohorts  were  on  one 
side,  I  am  certain  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  and  the  junior 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  might  con¬ 
tinue  in  their  position  if  they  thought 
the  proposal  was  a  bad  one. 

I  take  only  a  line  or  two  from  the 
hearings.  Much  has  been  said  about  the 
benefits  in  the  ACP  payments.  I  cer¬ 
tainly  would  not  dispute  that;  but  I 
would  not  want  anyone  to  believe  that 
ACP  payments  are  any  key  to  financial 
success  for  the  farmers  of  the  Nation. 
As  I  shall  shortly  point  out,  they  are  hav¬ 
ing  a  very  difficult  time.  It  is  not  be¬ 
cause  their  ACP  payments  are  cut  down, 
nor  will  their  situation  be  greatly  bene- 
fitted  by  an  increase  in  the  ACP  pay¬ 
ments.  The  testimony  given  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  on  this  bill,  as 
it  appears  on  page  7  of  the  hearings,  is 
as  follows: 

In  the  first  place,  the  average  payment, 
that  is,  the  average  ACP  payment,  is  less 
than  $100. 

If  that  be  true,  then  surely  when 
farmers  are  suffering  a  declining  income, 
running  into  the  billions  of  dollars,  even 
a  few  more  dollars  will  not  change  their 
position. 

In  order  to  be  certain  of  my  own  posi¬ 
tion  on  this  matter,  in  the  light  of  my 
own  experience,  I  sent  for  a  copy  of  the 
exhibit  which  I  had  attached  to  my  in¬ 
come-tax  statement  filed  on  April  15  of 
this  year,  covering  the  operation  of  my 
farm  in  the  year  1954.  I  find  that  I 
spent  for  salaries  and  wages,  $19,424;  for 
repairs,  $4,280;  for  taxes,  $4,116;  and  on 
through  the  various  items.  My  total  ex¬ 
penses  were  $44,150.71. 

My  total  ACP  payment  was  $320. 

I  do  not  believe  a  $320  drop  on  top  of 
a  $44,000  expense  will  make  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  success  and  failure  on  that 
particular  farming  venture. 

But  whether  the  American  fanner  gets 
more  than  100  percent  of  parity  or  less 
than  100  percent  of  parity,  whether  he 
gets  90  percent  or  75  percent  in  the  mar¬ 
ketplace,  makes  a  great  deal  of  differ¬ 
ence. 

The  able  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Thye]  started  by  pointing  out  that  the 
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farmer’s  share  of  the  consumer’s  dollar 
had  gone  down  from  54  cents  out  of  every 
dollar  in  1947  or  1948  to  44  cents,  and  he 
said  it  is  on  its  way  down  to  42  cents. 

I  agree  with  him.  In  every  one  of  those 
years  we  had  90 -percent  price  supports. 
They  did  not  save  the  American  farmer 
from  taking  an  awful  licking.  The 
American  farmer  does  not  have  pros¬ 
perity  built  up  by  any  such  system  as 
that. 

Not  long  ago  a  table  was  placed  in 
the  Record  showing  what  the  American 
farmer  received  in  net  farm  income  and 
its  relationship  to  national  income. 
Strangely,  even  in  1933  the  national  in¬ 
come  was  from  12  to  15  times  the  farm 
income. 

In  1933  the  net  farm  income  was 
$2,692,000,000.  The  national  income 
was  $39,600,000,000. 

So  it  went  through  the  whole  scale 
until  the  year  1947,  when  the  total  net 
farm  income  was  $16,774,000,000,  while 
the  national  income  was  about  $198  bil¬ 
lion. 

Farm  income  throughout  all  that  pe¬ 
riod  had  been  moving  up  in  parity  with 
national  income.  It  had  not  moved  up 
the  same  number  of  dollars,  but  it  had 
moved  up  to  the  same  degree;  it  had 
kept  pace  with  it. 

The  point  was  reached  in  1947  where 
farm  income  was  some  $16,750,000,000, 
and  the  national  income  was  $198  billion. 

What  has  happened  since  that  date? 
National  income  has  gone  up  to  $300  bil¬ 
lion.  Has  farm  income  kept  pace  with 
it?  Farm  income  should  have  gone  up 
$6  billion  or  $8  billion  from  the  $16,750,- 
000,000  figui-e;  but  instead  of  going  up, 
it  went  down  to  $12  billion  last  year. 

In  every  one  of  those  years  we  had  90- 
percent  price  supports.  So,  I  say,  farm 
income  cannot  be  increased  merely  by 
support  prices,  hard  as  we  may  try  to  do 
so  by  that  device. 

We  have  an  agriculture  which  is  en¬ 
joying  an  active,  aggressive  market. 
Adding  a  few  dollars  by  this  type  of  pay¬ 
ment  is  not  going  to  make  the  farmer 
well. 

It  is  necessary  to  move  off  the  shelves 
of  this  country  the  surpluses  which  now 
exist,  and  to  get  the  farmer  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  where  he  can  operate  profitably 
again. 

Three-dollar  wheat  got  him  well.  One 
dollar  and  a  half  wheat  does  net  seem  to 
do  so  well  for  him. 

I  have  sold  lots  of  alfalfa  at  $4,  $6,  $8, 
and  $10  a  ton.  But  when  in  a  particular 
period  of  shortage  people  came  to  my 
place  and  fought  for  it  at  $45  a  ton,  I  be¬ 
gan  to  know  what  prosperity  might  be. 

In  an  area  in  the  north  central  States, 
$6  a  bushel  was  paid  for  flax.  Farmers 
do  pretty  well  on  that  basis. 

So  I  simply  believe  that  while  it  is  true 
that  the  farmer’s  share  of  the  consumer’s 
dollar  has  dropped,  and  dropped  dras¬ 
tically,  we  should  be  spending  our  time 
trying  to  find  ways  by  which  his  lost 
portion  of  the  consumer’s  dollar  can  be 
restored.  We  cannot  accomplish  that 
unless  there  is  control  of  commodities 
which  are  bringing  about  excessive  sur¬ 
pluses  in  this  land. 

One  of  the  speakers  today  said  that 
in  a  year’s  time  it  had  been  found  that 
the  provision  written  into  the  Agricul- 
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tural  Act  a  year  ago  was  detrimental  to 
soil  conservation.  How  that  could  have 
been  ascertained  when  the  provision  has 
not  been  in  operation,  I  do  not  know. 
However,  I  did  find  something  I  thought 
was  very  interesting.  The  American 
Agricultural  Limestone  Institute,  which 
is  located  in  Washington,  on  May  3, 1955, 
sent  to  persons  interested  in  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program  a  message 
dealing  with  the  subject  of  soil-conser¬ 
vation  payments.  The  message  was 
signed  by  the  executive  secretary,  Mr. 
Koch,  who  has  long  struggled  to  see  that 
limestone  shall  be  sold  to  the  farmers 
throughout  this  country. 

He  said : 

A  week  ago  today  the  Senate,  in  the  most 
unusual  action  since  I  have  been  associated 
with  the  agricultural  conservation  program, 
overwhelmingly  approved  continuing  the 
ACP  for  1956— 

That  is  next  year — 

at  the  $250  million  level.  The  administra¬ 
tion  originally  requested  $175  million  from 
the  House  and  then,  after  it  was  passed  by 
the  House  at  $250  million,  it  asked  the  Senate 
to  reduce  the  amount  to  $175  million. 

He  points  out  that  when  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  sought 
to  reduce  the  amount  to  $195  million, 
the  Senate,  by  a  yea-and-nay  vote  of 
76  to  5,  approved  the  amount  of  $250 
million. 

I  would  say  that  soil  conservation  gen¬ 
erally  was  getting  along  pretty  well.  I 
voted  to  keep  the  amount  at  $250  million. 

I  think  that  is  where  it  belongs. 

I  do  not  believe  we  have  destroyed  soil 
conservation  by  this  act,  which  has  not 
become  effective. 

In  the  hearings,  on  page  10,  there  is  a 
table  showing  the  reduction  in  crops 
which  has  taken  place.  The  table 
showed  that  seeded  acres  of  wheat  had 
been  reduced  from  78,789,000  acres  in 
1953  to  a  1955  allotment  of  55  million 
acres,  a  reduction  of  23,789,000  acres. 

Why  should  not  we  try  to  do  some¬ 
thing  about  the  condition  that  brought 
that  about?  The  condition  that  brought 
it  about  was  the  accumulation  of  a  sur¬ 
plus  of  1  billion  bushels  of  wheat  which 
cannot  be  moved  to  the  markets  of  the 
earth.  I  do  not  believe  that  condition 
can  be  cured  by  $250  million  or  $195  mil¬ 
lion  for  soil  conservation.  The  loss  of 
a  market  for  that  wheat  is  a  staggering 
blow  to  the  farmers,  and  I  believe  the 
attention  of  the  Committees  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
should  be  primarily  directed  to  the  con¬ 
ditions  which  have  brought  that  about 
and  not  to  some  other  issue  which  I  do 
not  think  would  be  of  help  to  the  Amer¬ 
ican  farmer. 

The  table  to  which  I  referred  also 
shows  that  seeded  acres  of  cotton  were 
reduced  from  approximately  25  million 
acres  to  approximately  18  million  acres 
in  the  1955  allotment.  The  same  table 
shows  that  corn  acreage  was  reduced 
from  57,007,000  in  1953  to  49,842,697  in 
1955.  There  was  a  reduction  of  approxi¬ 
mately  38  million  acres  in  those  3  crops 
alone. 

I  do  not  believe  we  will  ever  get  to  a 
prosperous  condition  for  American  ag¬ 
riculture  until  we  start  finding  ways  by 


which  the  surpluses  hanging  over  the 
markets  can  be  moved.  I  do  not  think 
they  can  be  moved  unless  there  is  a 
strong  aggressive  program  to  move  them. 

I  have  regretted  that  in  the  discussion 
some  Senators  interested  in  agriculture 
have  been  worrying  too  much  about  the 
language  of  this  particular  amendment 
when  a  condition  such  as  I  have  de¬ 
scribed  has  been  going  on,  and  Ameri¬ 
can  farmers  have  to  steadily  cut  down 
their  cotton  and  wheat  acreage  and  re¬ 
sort  to  all  sorts  of  devices  in  order  to 
get  increased  production  from  their  land. 

A  publication  on  the  table  before  me 
carries  a  report  on  cotton  acreage  pro¬ 
duction.  It  shows  that  the  number  of 
bales  produced  in  1954  was  13,679,000. 
That  was  2,786,000  bales  less  than  the 
1953  crop,  but  it  was  greater  than  the 
10-year  average. 

I  thought  it  might  be  interesting  to 


Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  we 
will  find  the  production  per  acre  is  go¬ 
ing  to  continue  to  increase  not  only  in 
cotton  but  in  wheat,  in  corn,  and  in 
many  other  commodities,  as  long  as  we 
try  to  solve  this  problem  only  by  con¬ 
stant  reduction  in  acreage  allotments. 

While  I  am  not  worried  about  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Florida — I  think  it  is  a  good  thing  to 
bring  this  into  balance — I  have  tried  to 
say  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  that  we  need  to  spend  time  try¬ 
ing  to  find  out  why  it  is  that,  even  with 
production  increases,  agricultural  in¬ 
come  is  steadily  going  down  year  after 
year.  It  is  a  tragedy  that  the  American 
farmer,  producing,  as  he  is,  intelligently 
for  the  American  market,  is  faced  with 


have  the  figures  broken  down,  so  I  have 
before  me  a  table  which  shows  the  cotton 
acreage  harvested  in  1952,  1953,  and 
1954,  then  the  lint  yield  per  harvested 
acre,  and  then  finally  the  number  of 
bales  produced. 

It  will  be  seen  that  in  the  State  of 
Arizona  there  was  produced  673  pounds 
an  acre  in  1952,  743  pounds  an  acre  in 
1953,  and  1,039  pounds  an  acre  when 
the  acreage  reduction  became  effective 
in  1954. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  lint  yield  per 
acre  in  the  cotton-growing  States  in¬ 
creased  from  279  pounds  in  1952  to  324 
pounds  in  the  following  year. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  the  table  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


a  return  which  is  already  nearly  $5  bil¬ 
lion  below  the  1947  figure,  while  his  share 
of  the  increased  national  income  should 
have  been  at  least  $7  billion.  He  is  $12 
billion  short.  We  cannot  have  that  con¬ 
dition  existing  without  farmers  looking 
for  additional  ways  to  get  increased  pro¬ 
duction,  by  changing  the  width  between 
rows  of  intertilled  crops,  or  by  trying  to 
increase  production  with  the  use  of  new 
types  of  fertilizer — all  of  which  throws 
the  whole  production  picture  out  of 
balance. 

I  intend  to  vote  for  the  Holland 
amendment  which  was  offered  not  be¬ 
cause  I  think  it  is  a  cure-all,  not  particu¬ 
larly  because  I  liked  the  bill  passed  a 
year  ago  in  that  respect,  but  because  I 
think  we  need  to  be  saying  constantly 


Cotton  acreage  harvested,  lint  yield  per  acre,  and  production,  1952-54 


Acreage  harvested 

Lint  yield  per  harvested 
acre 

Bales  produced  (500 
pounds  gross  weight) 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1952 

1953 

195-1 

Thou- 

Thou- 

Thou- 

Thou- 

Thou- 

Thou - 

sand 

sand 

sand 

sand 

sand 

sand 

acres 

acres 

acres 

Pounds 

Pounds 

Pounds 

bales 

bales 

bales 

745 

775 

545 

366 

278 

319 

569 

449 

364 

1, 140 

1, 175 

830 

276 

281 

288 

657 

690 

501 

Georgia _ _ _ _ 

1,  455 

1,  375 

1,  025 
648 

241 

262 

286 

731 

752 

612 

860 

950 

355 

354 

405 

638 

702 

548 

1,585 

1,620 

1,170 

269 

285 

298 

890' 

963 

728 

2,416 

2,490 

1,-960 

378 

410 

384 

1,906 

2, 129 

1,571 

615 

555 

450 

367 

386 

478 

394 

449 

450 

1,940 

890 

2,  070 

1,700 

688 

337 

358 

380 

1,366 

1,548 

1,351 

950 

408 

407 

399 

756 

806 

572 

1,220 

1,  020 

930 

104 

205 

151 

264 

437 

293 

10,  700 

8,  900 

7,  730 
204 

171 

233 

244 

3, 808 

4,317 

3,  923 

295 

315 

536 

497 

743 

330 

327 

316 

674 

690 

420 

673 

743 

1,  039 

948 

1,070 

911 

1,  386 

1,340 

883 

628 

632 

806 

1,818 

1,  768 

1,  487 

100 

116 

68 

307 

242 

367 

04 

58 

52 

United  States . - . — 

25,  921 

24,  341 

19,  251 

279.9 

324.2 

341 

15, 139 

16,  465 

13,  679 

Other  States: 1 

26.0 

30.0 

17.1 

424 

291 

285 

23.0 

18.0 

10.2 

60.0 

71.0 

36.  2 

249 

182 

332 

31.0 

27.0 

25.0 

2.2 

2.3 

3.0 

180 

357 

444 

.8 

1.7 

2.8 

10.0 

10.1 

9.6 

346 

480 

588 

7.2 

10. 1 

11.8 

Nevada - 

1.5 

2.3 

1.8 

569 

325 

561 

1.8 

1.6 

2. 1 

American-Egyptian: 2 

36.0 

30.0 

11.5 

431 

329 

471 

32.4 

20.6 

11.3 

21.6 

20.1 

6.7 

399 

289 

457 

18. 1 

12. 1 

6.  4 

48.0 

41.5 

15.8 

436 

375 

732 

43.8 

32.  5 

24.  2 

California - - - 

1.2 

.5 

.2 

258 

246 

505 

.7 

.3 

.  2 

Total  American-Egyptian - 

106.8 

92. 1 

34.2 

425 

340 

589 

95.0 

65.5 

42. 1 

1  Sums  of  acreage  and  production  for  “other  States”  rounaea  to  tnousanus  lor  inclusion  m  unncu  o 
Estimates  for  thefe  States,  except  Kansas  where  cotton  production  is  insignificant,  are  shown  separately. 

2  Included  in  State  and  United  States  totals. 

TT  s  nenart.me.nt  of  Agriculture,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  Crop  Reporting  Board. 
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that  there  should  be  some  way  of  encour¬ 
aging  acreage  limitations.  This  may  not 
be  the  way,  but  some  way  needs  to  be 
adopted.  Otherwise  we  will  be  out 
of  step. 

When  we  begin  to  enforce  the  limita¬ 
tions  we  begin  to  come  up  against  sur¬ 
plus  acreages.  Then  we  come  up  against 
the  problem  of  surpluses  and  ways  to 
dispose  of  the  commodities  produced. 

I  do  not  believe  this  Government  has 
made  nearly  as  vigorous  an  effort  as  it 
should  to  dispose  of  the  surpluses  now 
on  hand.  I  believe  the  first  duty  of  the 
Agriculture  Committees  of  both  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  the  House  should  be  to  discover 
additional  ways  of  disposing  of  the  sur¬ 
pluses  which  overhang  the  market,  ancV 
which  affect  the  sale  of  every  bushel  of* 
agricultural  commodities  produced  on 
the  lands  of  this  country.  We  cannot 
have  one  billion  bushels  of  surplus  wheat 
without  affecting  production.  We  can¬ 
not  have  10  million  bales  of  cotton  on 
hand  without  influencing  the  price  of 
cotton,  although  the  price  of  cotton  is 
not  affected  so  much  as  are  the  prices  of 
other  commodities,  since  cotton  is  readily 
stored.  That  is  why  we  have  adopted 
the  program  we  now  have  with  respect 
to  cotton. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  not  lose  sight 
of  what  I  think  is  the  first  problem,  and 
that  is  to  find  markets  for  the  surpluses 
by  an  alert  and  vigorous  program. 

mas 


May  13 


RECESS  TO  TUESDAY 
Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  in 
accordance  with  the  order  previously  en¬ 
tered,  I  now  move  that  the  Senate  stand 
in  recess  until  Tuesday  next  at  12  o’clock 
noon. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  6 
o’clock  and  9  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Senate 
took  a  recess,  the  recess  being,  under  the 
order  previously  entered,  until  Tuesday, 
May  17,  1955,  at  12  o’clock  meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive  nominations  received  by  the 
Senate  May  13  (legislative  day  of  May  2) , 
1955: 

Office  of  Economic  Affairs 
Howard  P.  Vultee,  of  New  Jersey,  to  be 
Director,  Office  of  Economic  Affairs,  United 
States  mission  to  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty 
Organization  and  European  regional  organ¬ 
izations. 

United  States  Circuit  Judges 
J.  Edward  Lumbard,  of  New  York,  to 
United  States  circuit  judge,  second  circuit, 
vice  John  Marshall  Harlan,  elevated  to  /the 
United  States  Supreme  Court. 

Sterry  R.  Waterman,  of  Vermont, /to  be 
United  States  circuit  judge,  second/circuit, 
vice  Harrie  B.  Chase,  retired. 

United  States  District  JuSge 
Kenneth  P.  Grubb,  of  Wisconsin,  to  be 
United  States  district  judge  fjw  the  eastern 
district  of  Wisconsin,  to  fill  A  new  position. 

Chief  of  Staff,  United/States  Army 
Gen.  Maxwell  DavenpdH  Taylor,  United 
States  Army,  for  appointment  as  Chief  of 
StaiT,  United  States  Aittny. 

In  Tjfi3  Navy 

The  following-named  officers  of  the  Navy 
and  Naval  Reserve  on  active  duty  for  tem¬ 
porary  promotion  to  the  grade  of  lieutenant 
in  the  line  an<Wstaff  corps  as  indicated,  sub¬ 


ject  to  qualification  therefor  as  provided  by 
law: 

For  temporary  promotion  in  the  Navy: 
tine 

Abdon,  Albert  L.  Bossert,  Richard  M. 
Ackerman,  Eugene  B.  Boston,  Leo 
Ackerman,  Warren  J.  Bottom,  George  A.,  3d 
Ackley,  Richard  T.  Bowersox,  Franklin  L. 
Acton,  James  B.  Boyd,  David  S. 

Aillaud,  Emmett  R.,  Jr.  Bradberry,  Richard  F. 
Albright,  Donald  S.,  Bradford,  John  W.,  Jr. 

Jr.  Bradford,  William 

Allen,  James  A.  j.  D.,  3d 

Allen,  Jesse  L.  Brady,  Gene  P. 

Allen,  Raymond  C.  Bramley,  Leslie  G. 
Allen,  Thomas  R.  Brandorff,  Paul  A. 
Allison,  Paul  Branson,  John  J.,  Jr. 

Anderson,  Lee  C.  Brett,  Morton 
Anderson,  Lyle  C.  Brick,  John  H. 
Anderson,  Robert  G.  Bristol,  Edward  R.,  Jr. 
Andresen,  Ronald  N.  Brooks,  William  T„  Jr. 
ngleman,  Cornell  C.  Brown,  Charles  “D” 
thony,  John  D.,  Jr.  Brown,  Ernest  B. 
uckle,  Wallace  D.,  Brown,  James  W. 

Brown,  Robert  S. 
Archer,  Martin  D.  Brown,  William  E. 
Arnolck  Henry  D.  Bruce,  Forrest  T. 
ArnoldoJulian  M.  Brumbach,  Lawrence 
Arnold,  William  S.  M.  p, 

Ashworth\Albert  R.,  Bryan,  Thomas  S. 

Jr.  \  Buck,  Robert  A. 

Aslund,  Roland  E.  Buck,  Roger  L. 
Augustine,  WmiamP.  Burden,  James  D. 
Austin,  Fuller  JL  Burks,  Ernest,  Jr. 
Averett,  ThomasNR.,  Burnett,  Carl  J.,  Jr. 

Jr.  \  Burnett,  James  C. 

Axe,  John  R.  \  Burson,  Roger  T. 

Axell,  Charles  L.  \  Burt,  Alexander 
Ayres,  William  H.,  Jr.\  jr, 

Babcock,  Robert  E.  Burton,  James 

Bacheller,  Frank  E.  Bustard,  Franofs  W. 

Backstrom,  Robert  I.  Buraau,  Bernard  L. 
Baggett,  Lee,  Jr.  Butzln,  Thofnas  P. 

Baggett,  Talmadge  S.  ByronMIewbert  I. 
Bagley,  Ralph  F„  Jr.  Byron,  \sihn  B. 

Bailey,  Gilliam  M.  Cady.  jAn  P.,  Jr. 
Bailey,  Henry  G.  Cagliofte,  Joseph,  Jr. 

Bailey,  William  C.  Caldwell,  RAnald  H. 
Baker,  Richard  L.  CalHoun,  Wihjam  P. 
Balko,  William  J.  Csfmeron,  Allan,  K.,  Jr. 
Barck,  Dale  E.  Gfempbell,  Donald  H. 

Bardecki,  Frank  J.  /Campbell,  James\S. 
Bardes,  Charles  R.  f  Campbell,  Norman,  R. 
Barker,  Franklin  H/  Canaan,  Gerald  C. 
Barker,  RaymondJl.  Carberry,  James  P., 
Barker,  Warren  W.  cariker,  Jess  L.,  Jr. 
Barnard,  Robert  W.  Carlton,  George  A. 
Barnette,  Curfis  L.  Carmichael,  Robert  C. 
Barnhart,  Robert  W.  Carr,  William  K. 
BarrlneauyEdwin  Carter,  Frank  R. 
Barron,  Jprseph  M.  Casey,  Edward  J.,  Jr. 
BarroWyfloseph  J.  Cassilly,  Frank  R. 
Basso,  Robert  J.  Chaitin,  Neil  D. 

Bates/  George  M.  Chambers,  John  J. 

Bat y,  Edward  M.  Chanaud,  Henry  L. 

Beavers,  Robert  A.  Chapman,  Donald  E. 
ck,  Frederic  E.,  Jr.  chapman,  George  T., 
cker,  Donald  A.  jr 

Beckman,  Kenneth  L.  Chappell,  Lawrence  A. 
Bellar,  Fred  J.,  Jr.  Charnas,  Steve  C. 
Belter,  Robert  H.  Chipman,  Eugene  N. 
Bender,  Albert  F.,  Jr,  choyce,  Charles  V. 
Benn,  Joseph  W.,  Jr.  church,  Clifford  E., 
Bennett,  Robert  W.  jr_ 

Bennie,  Ralph  F.  Clark,  Fred  P.,  Jr. 
Eereiter,  Edward  A.  ciarke,  Michael 
Bergeron,  Roy  L.  Clarke,  Walter  L„  Jr. 

Bergman,  Daniel  Clemens,  Porter  E. 

Bergstrom,  James  H.  ciithero,  John  D. 
Bigenho,  Roy  M.  Cobb,  George  B.,  Jr. 

Bigley,  Thomas  J.  Cochran,  James  A. 
Biles,  Joel  T.  Cogdell,  John  B. 

Billings,  John  H.  Cole,  Charles  W. 

Billings,  Randall  K.  Coleman,  Eddie  T.,  Jr. 
Bircher,  William  B.  Coleman,  Frank  S. 
Blaha,  Albert  J.  Coleman,  Gerald  G. 

Blaney,  William  C.,  Jr.  colieary,  John  E.,  Jr. 
Block,  Peter  F.  Collins,  Robert  S. 

Boggs,  Gilbert  A.  Colvin,  Robert  D. 
Bond,  John  R.  Comerford,  James  N. 

Bonekamp,  Fred  H.  Concannon,  Leslie  E. 


Condit,  Maurice  J.  Estes,  Leland  F. 
Congdon,  Walter  R.  Estes,  Windom  L. 
Conlon,  Charles  M.,  Everett,  Elmer  C. 


Jr. 

Conroy,  Thomas  P. 
Cook,  Richard  M. 
Cooper,  David  L. 
Cooper,  Jack  E. 
Corbin,  Rex  G. 
Cossaboom, 

M„  II 


Ewertz,  Roy  W.,  Jr. 
Fahland,  Frank  R. 
Falkenstein,  Rudc^>h 
F. 

Farnsworth,  Vj/tliara 
B„  Jr. 

William  Farrell,  Johj 
Fassula,  Rt 


Costello,  Daniel  J.  Faulkent^frry,  Virgil 
Costello,  Peter  M.,  Jr.  T. 

Coughlin,  John  T.  Feagin/Frederick  K. 
Covington,  Gerald  E.  Fears/Donald  G. 
Cowhill,  William  J.  Feajmerston,  Frank  H. 


Cramblet,  Frank 
Cross,  Daniel  F. 
Crow,  Dayl  E. 

Crow,  Edwin  M. 
Crowl,  Otho  W. 
Cruse,  Donald  A. 
Crytser,  Williai 
Culp,  John  B., 
Cunningham, 

P.,  Jr. 

Cusack,  Wafrren  J. 

'Leonard 
Dagg,  Robert  M. 

larold  E. 

Darftfs,  George  H. 
Darnell,  Donald  P. 
Davi,  Jerome  A. 
ifavidson,  Harrison 
W„  Jr. 


Fqfidorf,  James  E. 
nno,  Eric  N. 

'erguson,  George  D., 

m 

Ferrier,  Harry  H. 
Ferrucci,  David  E. 
Finley,  Alden  G. 
Finley,  Hugh  D. 

■ussell  pish,  Theodore  T. 

Fitzpatrick,  John  R. 
Fleming,  Francis  L., 
Jr. 

Fleming,  Joseph  P. 
Fleming,  Michael  J.  J. 
Fleming,  William  O. 
Fletcher,  James  L. 
Flynn,  Richard  E. 
Foley,  Sylvester  R.,  Jr. 
Forbes,  Donald  K. 


Davidson,  Richard  S.  Forster,  William  G. 


Davis,  Allen  B. 

Davis,  Frederick  P. 
Davis,  Jack  W. 

Davis,  Robert  L. 

Day,  Lawrence  C. 
Deibler,  Daniel  T. 
Dellinger,  Donald  B. 
DeLoach,  Walter  M. 
DeLozier,  Richard  G. 
DeMers,  William  H., 
2d 

Denmark,  George  T. 
Dennis,  James  M. 
Dickins,  Richard  A. 
Dickson,  James  D. 
Diehl,  William  F. 


Forsyth,  James  A. 
Forsythe,  Forrest 
Foscato,  Sydney  E.,  Jr. 
Foster,  James  R. 
Foster,  Paul  L. 
Foucht,  Richard  A. 
Fowler,  Arthur  D.,  Jr. 
Fox,  Albert  D. 

Fox,  George  A.,  Jr. 

Fox,  Richard  T. 
Fraasa,  Donald  G. 
Frazier,  Montgomery 
L. 

French,  Norman  M.,  Jr. 
French,  Robert  D. 
Frerichs,  John  S. 


Dillahunty,  Benjamin  Friesen,  Edwin  ‘‘J’ 


P. 

Dille,  Earl  K. 
Doak,  Samuel  L. 
Doan,  Richard  C. 


Fritsch,  Thomas  D. 
Frosio,  Robert  C. 
Frudden,  Mark  P. 
Fry,  Gayle  A. 


3ollinger,  Richard  E.  Galloway,  Charles  R„ 


prsa,  Theodore,  Jr. 
is,  Leslie  R. 
Do^e,  Richard  B. 
DradKy,  John  M. 
Dreeseh,  Robert  F. 
DriscollV Jerome  M 
Duggan, 

Jr. 


Jr. 

Gamble,  Francis  T. 
Garland,  John  C. 
Garside,  Joseph  J. 
Geist,  Richard  A. 
Geitz,  Kenneth  L. 
ederick  F.,  Geraud,  Joseph  R. 

Gibson,  Charles  L. 


Duggan,  Richard  W.,  H  Gillespie,  Edward  A. 
Dukes,  Warreh  C.  Gilpin,  Burton  H. 
Dunaway,  GenV  T.  Gilyard,  John  G. 
Dunn,  Charles  Ou  Jr.  Gire,  Larold  W. 

Dunn,  Delijia  D. \  Gobble,  George  F. 
Dunning,  Frederica,  S.,  Gochenour,  David  T. 

Jr.  \  Goldbeck,  Lewis  H.,  Jr. 

Dupnik,  Joseph  J.  \Goldman,  Howard  A. 
Eagye,  Thomas  R.,  2d  \3oode,  Martin 
East,  George  W.  Gooding,  Niles  R.,  Jr. 

Ebelacker,  Richard  M.  GoWlspeed,  Richard  E. 
Eckerd,  George  E.  Gocw^vin,  Edmund  E. 
Eckert,  Earl  J.,  Jr.  GoodVin,  George  E. 
Edwards,  Frederick  A.,  Gott,  l^erschel  L. 


Jr. 

Ellena,  Eugene  D. 
Elliott,  James  D. 
Emerson,  David  F. 
Emlet,  Harold  B. 
Engel,  Paul  H. 
Engle,  Raymond  E. 


Gray,  Rockwell  M„  Jr. 
Greeley,  William  E. 
Greene,  Leonard  B. 
Greenwood,  ajiarles  L. 
Greer,  Wiley 
Gregory,  George> 
Grier,  Joseph  L. 


English,  Ernest  C.,  Jr.  Griffin,  Ellegood  V.> 
Enright,  George  E.  Griffith,  Thomas  J. 
Epeneter,  Gus  W.,  Jr.  Grigg,  William  H. 


% 
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RESS10NAL 


AW'VjL.iL.li/lA' 

OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  ASRICULTURI 


JICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
(Fdl:  Department  Staff  Only) 

ACP 

Acreage  allotment  a  , , , , ,  ,n 
j ournmenty, . ,22 
Agricultural 

appropriation,.  *1 

Animal  disease  „  ,5 

Appropriations  . .  .V  , .  .I_,l6 
Boundary  f ence. • . . . , ,21 
Budget 
CCC 

,bairy  industry 
Education. . .*****,,,.,91 
El eotrifi nation 

. *•***12,22,24,35,41 

Expenditures u, 16 

HIGHLIGHTS;  Both  Houses  agreed  f 
bill.  Ready  for  President.  Senat 
allotments «  Ready  for  President 
Senate  committee 


For 


Issued 
actions  of 


CONTENTS 


Extension  -ffiDfck* . , . .  .31 

Food  supply . 27,33 

Foreign  aid ....... „ , . „ . «26 

Forestry . . .21,1+0 

Grain  storage ..........  ,46 

Lands  13 

transfer. «... ..... ..8,43 

Legislative  program. ..,022 
Loans,  farm. .......... .2,6 

Mining... . . 

Organization. ....... .10,19 

Personnel . 23,39,45 

oultry . .  c ..  «3j 

P>ice  supports  ...  817,30^^38 
Reclamation. ..... .21,29735 


Fay  18, 
Fay  17, 
84th-lst, 


Relief,  domestic*^. . . . . » .5 

Reserve  f  orces  »/, .......  «3 

Roads  ...... ,20^2 1,22, 37 >47 

Soil  conservation. ..... ,11 

Sugar  quotas ........ .14,36 

Surplus  commodities .... *33 

Surplus/prsperty. . • • .15,22 
Tobacco . ...... «.••**••...  4 

Trade , ................. .28 

Transportation. ........ *37 

;avel  expense .... .7, 15>42 

Jniform  allowances 0 . .... 45 

Veterans  benefits ....... ,6 

Water  research. ..... .21,25 


conference  report  on  agricultural  aporopriat ion 
passed  bill/to  repeal  ACP  tie-in  with  acreage 
nate  debaxed  bill  to  repeal  REA  State  formula, 
reported  bill  'Bo-  'int&eaae  pm’-^diem  allowances.  Senate  oommittee 
ordered  reported  bills  for  Mexioan  fenoW  apu  for  salt-water  research.  Sen.  Humphrey 
introduced  and  discussed  bill  to  providey^A)/?  price  supports  for  family-size  farms. 
House  passed  bill  to  authorize  land  bonks  to  purchase  FFMO  assets.  Ready  for  Presi¬ 
dent*  House  oommittee  reported  measun^  for  4SDA  study  of  tobacco  oontrols*  House 
debated  reserve  manpower  bill.  House  suboommrttee  voted  for  hill  to  increase  per- 
diem  allowances,  / 

/  HOUSE 

1,  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION 'BILL,  1956,  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference 
report  on  this  bill,  H*/R.  5239.  The  House  concum^ed  in  the  Senate  amendment 
which  had  been  reported  in  disagreement,  to  provideSfor  part  of  the  CCC 
administrative-expenke  limitation  to  be  placed  in  reserve,  (pp.  5489,  5458-74). 
This  bill  will  nowyoe  sent  to  the  President. 


2.  FARM  LOANS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  941>  to  authorize  t^he  Federal  land  banks 
to  purchase  certain  remaining  assets  of  the  Federal  Farm  Mortgage  Corporation 
(pp.  5501,  55l9).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President 

3*  RESERVE  FORCES.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  5297,  to  provide  for  strengthening  of  the 
Reserve/Forces  (pp.  5519-45), 


4.  TOBACCO.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S.  J,  R 
dijrecting  this  Department  to  study  and  report  to  Congress  on  methods  o 
>acco  marketing  controls  (H.  Rept.  596) (p.  5549), 

5k^ANB,AL  DISEASE.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  11 33,  authorizing  payment  for  lo' 
incurred  in  Iowa  in  July  1954  on  account  .of  vesicular  exanthemd,  which  could 


60, 

urley 


-2- 


paid  because  of  a  technicality  (p«  55G5)°  A  companion  bill,  H,  R,  4576,  was 
ported  without  amendment  earlier  in  the  day  (F.  Rent.  598) .  S.  1133  wil/  now 
be  \ent  to  the  Presidents 


6.  FARM  LOOTS.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of  H.  R< 
5715,  t\  extend  the  authority  for  the  Veterans'  Administration  to  mak©' direct 
loans  andvto  require  VA  to  make  additional  types  of  loans  (J3.  5505), 


7.  TRAVEL  E 'TENSE.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states:  "The  Subcommittee  on  B&ecutive  and 
Legislative  Reorganization  approved  for  reporting  to  the  full  committee  a  clean 
bill  (H.  Rc  6295),  to  provide  for  an  increase  in  maximum  per  diem  allowance  — 
from  $9  to  $13  V-  for  subsistence  and  travel  expenses.  The  bill  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  fifll  committee ..  .tomorrow."  (p.  D428.) 


8.  LAND  TRANSFER.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  2973,  to 
release  reversionary Nrights  to  a  former  FHA  tract  in  M^con  County,  Ga.,  to  the 
Ga.  Board  of  Educatioi\(H.  Rept.  597) (p.  5549). 


9.  EDUCATION.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  603,  to  authorize  additional  land  grants  to 
the  University  of  Alaska  Cp.  5497). 


10.  ORGANIZATION.  Received  fromVbe  President  an  amendment  to  the  1956  Budget  for 
the  President's  Advisory  Committee  on  Governprent  Organization  (H.  Doc.  164); 
to  Appropriations  Committee  (p\5548)0 


< 


^SENATE. 


11.  SOIL  CONSERVATION;  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  1575.  tc 
repeal  the  provisions  prohibiting  AC P  payments  to  persons  who  do  not  adhere  tc 
acreage  allotments  on  basic  crops  (pp.  5458-74).  Rejected,  35  to  49.  an  amend 
ment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute,  by  Sen.  Holland  (for  himself  and  Sens. 
Aiken,  Anderson,  and  catkins),  which  would  have  modified  Sec.  348  but  would 
not  have  repealed  it  (o.  5474)  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

)ity  of  Uansasi City,  Kans . ,  resolution  favoring 


conservation  of  soil  and  water 


Sen.  Carlson  inserted  a 

the  continuance  of  surveys  aadplanning  for  the 
in  Kans,  (pp.  5420-1). 

Sen.  Watkins  commend eft  the  interest  of  younte  people  in  conservation  devel¬ 
opment  and  inserted  an  article  written  by  the  Secretary  at  the  request  of  the 
young  people  of  Milforcg  Element  ary  School,  "Youth '  Part  in  Conservation" 

(pp.  5446-7)* 


12, 


RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION.  Began  debate  on  S.  153.  to  amenchthe  Rural  .Electrifica¬ 
tion  Act  so  as  to /eliminate  the  requirement  that  not  mens  than  10%  of  the  loans 
may  be  made  in  arfy  one  State.  Pending  is  a  Humphrey  amendment  (in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute^  to  modify  the  present  formula  but  not  repeal  it  (pp.  5479“®4) 
Sen.  Kefsuiver  urged  immediate  release  of  the  Hoover  Commission  Task  Force 
report  on  public  power  and  water  resources  and  inserted  a  St.NJlcuis  Post  Dis¬ 
patch  on  this  subject  (op.  5445“6) 


13»  LMDS.  B6th  Houses  received  from  the  Interior  Department  a  proposed  bill  T,tr 
facilitate  the  administration  of  the  public  lands";  to  Interior  ana\.  Insular 
Affairs  Committees  (pp.  5417.  5548)* 


SU&£R  QUOTAS.  Received  an  Hawaiian  Legislature  resolution  urging  immed: 
jmestic  sugar  quota  increases  (o.  54l8) . 
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Georgia  [Mr.  Russell]  is  in  the  Cham¬ 
ber  \  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  at 
the  conclusion  of  the  statement  by  the 
SenatoX. from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  the 
Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
the  conference  report.  Therefore,  I  ask 
unanimous  Consent  that  the  conference 
report  may  bX  in  order  immediately  fol¬ 
lowing  the  Senior’s  statement. 

The  ACTINGNPRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  otwection,  it  is  so  or¬ 
dered.  \ 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Has  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  been  granted  that  the  conference 
report  on  the  agricultural  appropriation 
bill  may  be  taken  up  at  tlfis  time? 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Unanimous  consent\has  been 
granted  for  that  purpose.  \ 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of Confer¬ 
ence  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  5239)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Department  of  AgrX 
culture  and  Farm  Credit  Administration' 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  report  will  be  read  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  today.) 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Do  I  understand 
correctly  that  all  the  conferees  were 
present  when  the  conference  report  was 
agreed  to? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  was  signed  by  all 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  who 
attended  the  conference.  The  minority 
was  represented  by  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young],  the  ranking  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  on  agricultural  appropria¬ 
tions.  Also  present  was  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender], 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Ag¬ 
riculture  and  Forestry. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  objection  to  the  present 
consideration  of  the  conference  report? 
Without  objection,  the  report  is  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  has 
the  report  been  agreed  to? 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thought  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Presiding  Officer  was  inquir¬ 
ing  whether  there  was  any  objection  to 
the  consideration  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  Senator  is  correct.  The  Pre¬ 
siding  Officer  heard  no  objection. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Therefore  the  Presid¬ 
ing  Officer  assumed  that  the  report 
should  be  considered  and  adopted  at  the 
same  time? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  May  I  inquire  what 
the  status  of  the  conference  report  is? 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  Chair  will  withhold  an¬ 
nouncement  of  agreement  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  in  order  that  the  Senator 
from  Florida  may  proceed. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  have  a  question  or 
two  which  I  should  like  to  address  to  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Subcommittee  of  the  Senate  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee,  who  was  chairman 
of  the  conference  committee  which  con¬ 
sidered  the  bill. 

I  note,  first,  a  reference  in  the  report 
indicating  that  the  action  of  the  Senate 
in  stepping  up  by  $308,700  the  amount 
for  plant  quarantine  inspection  at  ports 
was  agreed  to  in  conference,  and  that 
that  additional  amount  will  become 
available  if  the  report  shall  be  adopted. 
Am  I  correct  in  my  understanding? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  conferees  agreed  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  in  respect  to  that  item. 
It  provides  for  $308,700,  which  I  think 
is  the  largest  amount  which  has  ever 
been  made  available  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is,  for  plant 
quarantine  at  ports  of  entry,  particular¬ 
ly  where  the  hazard  is  the  greatest? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Of  course,  I  assume 
that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  will 
Sise  the  greater  part  of  this  sum  at  ports 
where  the  hazard  is  the  greatest.  That 
was  brought  out  in  the  hearings,  and  I 
think  that  was  the  general  understand¬ 
ing  oX  the  conferees. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator. 

I  should\ike  to  ask  another  question. 
The  Senatorswill  recall  that  the  Senate 
committee  tobk  action  by  which  the 
fund  for  emergency  outbreaks  of  in¬ 
sects  causing  plant  diseases  was  in¬ 
creased  from  $400^160  to  $1,100,000.  As 
I  understand  the  report,  which  I  have 
had  in  my  possession  for  only  a  few  min¬ 
utes,  it  seems  to  indicate  that  an  in¬ 
crease  from  $400,000  to\)l  million  was 
approved,  but  the  complete  increase  to 
$1,100,000  was  not  approved  in  con¬ 
ference.  \ 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator,  is  cor¬ 
rect.  However,  I  should  not  like\o  have 
the  Record  closed  with  that  statement, 
becouse  it  was  generally  understood\hat 
if  it  were  necessary  to  have  additional 
funds,  they  would  be  provided  by  wak 
of  supplemental  appropriations. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  other  words,  there 
was  no  feeling  evidenced  at  all  in  the 
conference  committee  of  an  unwilling¬ 
ness  to  meet  any  outbreak  of  that  sort? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Not  at  all.  There 
was  some  difference  of  opinion  as  to  the 
sum  that  might  be  needed,  but  it  was  a 
matter  of  sheer  conjecture  on  the  part 
of  the  conferees  on  both  sides,  because 
we  did  not  have  the  scientific  informa¬ 
tion  which  would  enable  us  to  ascertain 
to  a  nicety  the  amount  of  money  needed 
to  deal  with  any  emergency  outbreak. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

My  next  question  relates  to  the  general 
amount  available  for  research  in  the  field 
of  controlling,  and,  we  hope,  eradicating, 
screw  worm,  the  pest  which  is  so  ad¬ 
versely  affecting  livestock,  particularly 
in  the  southern  portion  of  the  United 
States.  Is  there  in  the  report  any  de¬ 
parture  from  the  approval  of  that  ob¬ 
jective? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  No;  I  think  the  re¬ 
port  very  clearly  indicates  that  it  is  the 
intention  of  the  Department  to  deal  with 


every  one  of  the  items  set  forth  in  the 
report. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Including  research 
in  the  matter  of  spreading  decline  in  the 
citrus  industry? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct. 
There  is  no  question  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  is  obligated  to  do  work  in  both  of 
those  fields. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  For  the  present,  that 
work  is  to  be  in  research  and  surveys, 
with  the  direction  contained  in  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  Senate  committee  still  stand¬ 
ing  that  a  speedy  report  be  made  if  a 
method  of  control  or  elimination  is  dis¬ 
covered. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  conference  report  or  in  any  agree¬ 
ment  between  the  conferees  of  the  House 
or  the  Senate  that  would  in  anywise  in¬ 
dicate  that  a  report  will  not  be  expedited 
as  rapidly  as  may  be  possible. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
warmly  congratulate  the  distinguished 
Senator  and  his  fellow  conferees  upon 
retaining  in  the  conference  measure  the 
important  items  which  I  have  men¬ 
tioned,  as  well  as  others. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  if  there  is  any  change  at  all  in 
the  sum  of  money  made  available  for  the 
conservation  program. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  amount  provided 
for  the  next  calendar  year  is  $250  mil¬ 
lion.  As  the  Senator  knows,  the  pro¬ 
gram  operates  on  the  calendar-year  ba¬ 
sis  rather  than  on  the  fiscal-year  basis. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  notice  that  the 
conferees  agreed  to  the  House  language 
providing  for  a  special  study  of  the  price 
spread  between  the  farmer  and  the  con¬ 
sumer,  and  for  that  purpose  appro¬ 
priated  the  sum  of  $250,000. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  conferees,  after  some  inten¬ 
sive  discussion,  concluded  that  that 
would  be  a  sufficient  amount  to  get  the 
study  underway. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  study  will  be 
conducted  by  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  under  its  marketing  service  pro- 
'gram,  will  it  not? 

\Mr.  RUSSELL.  That  is  correct.  They 
havg  a  trained  staff  available  to  conduct 
thalNstudy. 

Mi-  /HUMPHREY.  Does  the  study  also 
require Vome  companion  action  by  an 
appropriate  committee  of  the  Congress 
to  doublecneck  the  survey  and  analysis 
which  may  be  made? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  know  of  nothing  that 
is  more  important  at  this  time  to  com¬ 
bat  the  unreasonable  attitude  of  some 
persons  toward  tire  farmers  than  is  a 
study  of  the  price  smread  between  the 
farmer  and  the  consun^er.  I  believe  that 
if  consumei’s  were  awarkof  the  fact  that 
the  farmer’s  share  of  thXdollar  spent  by 
consumers  for  food  and  clothing  is  con¬ 
stantly  decreasing  every  yeaX  they  would 
have  an  entirely  different  altitude  to¬ 
ward  farm  legislation  which  would  place 
farmers  on  a  parity  with  theik  fellow 
Americans.  \ 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thank  the \en- 
ator,  and  I  commend  him  for  the  won¬ 
derful  contribution  he  has  made  towam 
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fringing  to  the  Senate  and  piloting 
agricultural  appropriation  bill 
though  the  conference  committee  with 
Lhelp,  of  course,  of  other  Senators. 
RUSSELL.  I  am  glad  to  have 
thoste  kind  words  from  such  a  stout 
fightey  for  the  farmers  of  the  Nation. 

i  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
conference  report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore  laid  pefore  the  Senate  a  message 
from  the  House  of  Representatives  an¬ 
nouncing  ids  action  on  certain  amend¬ 
ments  of  tha  Senate  to  House  bill  5239, 
which  was  read  as  follows: 

In  the  House  015  Representatives,  U.  S., 

May  17,  1955. 

Resolved,  ThatUhe  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  toe  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  numbered  24  1 01  the  bill  entitled  “An  act 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  FMm  Credit  Administra¬ 
tion  for  the  fiscal  year,  ending  June  30,  1956, 
and  for  other  purposesV  and  concur  therein. 

ELIGIBILITY  FOR  CONSERVATION 
PAYMENTS 


May  17 


the 


consideration 
repeal  section 
iustment  Act 


The  Senate  resumed 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  1573) 

348  of  the  Agricultural  A< 
of  1938. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.\  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  suggest  the  absence  of,  a  quorum. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT^  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  clerk  will  call  the 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  MrAPresi- 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  may  b\  re¬ 
scinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  B&le 
in  the  chair).  Without  objection,  itys 
so  ordered. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  have  an  announcement  to  make 
to  the  Senate,  and  I  should  like  to  have 
the  attention  of  the  distinguished  minor¬ 
ity  leader. 

When  action  has  been  concluded  on 
H.  R.  1573,  which  is  the  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness,  I  hope  it  will  be  possible  for  the 
Senate  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
Calendar  No.  217,  Senate  bill  153,  to 
amend  the  REA  loan  formula.  An  effort 
is  being  made  to  reach  an  agreement 
among  the  members  of  the  committee 
and  other  Senators  interested  in  the 
measure. 

I  also  wish  to  place  the  Senate  on 
notice  that  it  is  planned  to  consider 
Calendar  No.  234,  Senate  Joint  Resolu¬ 
tion  8,  to  amend  the  Constitution  to 
authorize  governors  to  fill  temporary 
vacancies  in  the  Congress  caused  by  a 
disaster.  I  have  previously  cleared  this 
measure  with  the  able  minority  leader. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Reorganization, 
of  the  Committee  on  Government  Oper¬ 
ations,  has  ordered  reported  H.  R.  3322, 
a  bill  to  improve  the  administration  of 
the  program  for  utilization  of  surplus 
property  for  educational  and  health 
purposes.  That  bill  could  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  today,  but  it  is  possible  that  it 


may  be  called  up  on  Thursday.  I  wish 
Senators  to  be  informed  of  this  possi¬ 
bility,  and  I  should  like  the  able  minor¬ 
ity  leader  to  check  H.  R.  3322,  since  I 
have  not  previously  cleared  it  with  him. 

I  understand  that  the  committee  of 
conference  will  meet  tomorrow  to  con¬ 
sider  the  reciprocal  trade  bill,  so  it  may 
be  that  the  conference  report  will  be 
available  for  consideration  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  Thursday.  I  desire  to  place  the 
Senate  on  notice  as  to  that  possibility. 

Also  in  conference  are  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  and  the  Treasury- 
Post  Office  appropriation  bills.  As  soon 
as  the  conference  reports  on  those  bills 
are  ready,  I  hope  that  the  Senate  may 
proceed  promptly  to  consider  them. 

It  is  my  plan  to  have  the  Senate  take 
up  on  Friday  Calendar  No.  354,  Senate 
bill  1048,  the  road  bill.  The  report  on 
that  bill  is  due  to  be  filed  on  Thursday. 
By  agreement,  no  votes  will  be  taken 
on  the  bill  on  Friday,  but  Senators  may 
engage  in  as  much  discussion  as  may 
be  desired  on  that  day.  The  Senate  will 
again  be  in  session  on  next  Monday,  and 
during  the  early  part  of  the  week  a  de¬ 
termination  can  be  made  as  to  when 
the  Senate  may  wish  to  vote  on  that 
measure. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to 
my  distinguished  colleague  from  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  So  far  as  the  pro¬ 
gram  which  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  has  outlined  up  to  this  time  is 
concerned,  it  is  entirely  satisfactory, 
with  the  exception  of  the  new  bill  he  has 
mentioned.  I  will  immediately  check 
as  to  H.  R.  3322.  However,  as  to  the 
other  sequence  of  bills,  I  am  certain  that 
we  will  cooperate  in  every  way  possible. 

I  also  want  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
, distinguished  majority  leader  to  my  un¬ 
certainty  as  to  proceeding  with  S.  1048, 
the  highway  bill.  That  bill  has  been 
called  to  my  attention  by  a  number  of 
Senators  on  this  side  of  the  aisle.  I  un¬ 
derstand,  as  the  majority  leader  has 
stated,  that  the  report  and  minority 
views  are  due  to  be  filed  Thursday  noon 
and  presumably  will  go  to  the  Public 
Printer  at  that  time.  The  printed  copies 
should  be  available  and  on  the  desks  of 
Senators  by  noon  on  Friday. 

But  because  the  minority  views  con¬ 
stitute  the  supporting  document  for  an 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substi¬ 
tute  for  the  proposed  $27  billion  road 
bill,  as  to  the  need  for  which  there  is 
an  honest  difference  of  opinion,  some 
Members,  especially  those  who  are  not 
on  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  have 
suggested  that  it  might  be  more  satis¬ 
factory  for  them  to  have  the  weekend 
in  which  to  study  the  minority  views 
and  the  accompanying  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute,  so  as  to  enable 
them  to  participate  more  fully  in  the 
debate  on  Monday. 

I  merely  mention  this  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  majority  leader  because  I  have 
had  a  number  of  requests  from  Senators 
on  this  side  of  the  aisle  to  permit  that 
to  be  done,  if  it  would  fit  in  with  the 
plans. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  My  inclina¬ 
tion  always  is  to  conform  with  any  sug¬ 


gestion  made  by  the  distinguished  mi¬ 
nority  leader,  if  it  is  possible  to  do  so.  I 
would  be  the  last  to  urge  that  any  action 
whatsoever  be  taken  on  the  road  bill  on 
Friday,  other  than  to  afford  Senators 
who  are  prepared  to  discuss  the  bill  an 
opportunity  to  do  so. 

The  bill  was  reported  last  Friday.  It 
is  somewhat  unusual,  whether  it  be  an 
appropriation  bill  or  a  $27  billion  road 
bill,  for  a  committee  to  have  a  full  week 
to  file  a  report  on  action  which  it  has 
taken.  But,  Mr. .  President,  the  com¬ 
mittee  did  have  a  week.  The  bill  was 
reported  to  the  Senate  last  Friday,  and 
no  action  will  be  taken  until  Friday  of 
this  week,  and  then  there  will  be  only 
general  discussion,  and  any  1  of  the  96 
Senators  can  take  home  the  majority 
report  and  the  minority  views,  and  any 
individual  reports  which  may  be  avail¬ 
able,  study  them,  read  them,  and  digest 
them  until  Monday.  I  expect  that  the 
Senate  will  be  considering  the  road  bill 
into  Tuesday,  and  perhaps  Wednesday. 

I  desire  to  make  it  abundantly  clear 
that  I  have  assured  the  minority  leader 
that  there  would  be  no  votes  on  Friday, 
but  I  have  also  assured  other  Senators 
that  we  would  proceed  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill,  if  the  Senate  sustains 
me,  on  Friday,  for  the  purpose  of  having 
general  discussion. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
insistence  of  minority  Members  who  re¬ 
quested  that  they  be  given  until  Thurs¬ 
day  to  file  their  views,  the  matter  was 
delayed.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  asked 
unanimous  consent,  because  unanimous 
consent  had  to  be  obtained,  that  the  mi¬ 
nority  be  permitted  until  Thursday  to 
file  their  views  .  The  only  reason  for  the 
delay  is  that  they  wanted  time. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  As  I  am  sure  the 
majority  leader  knows,  it  is  the  desire  at 
all  times  of  the  minority  leader,  in  the 
normal  processes  of  the  Senate,  to  co¬ 
operate  fully,  but  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  itself,  as  shown  on  page  6  of  the 
calendar,  was  apparently  filed  on  May 
13.  This  is  only  the  17th - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - - 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  call  at¬ 
tention  to  the  fact  we  are  not  debating 
the  bill  today.  The  report  was  filed  last 
Friday.  We  are  not  even  going  to  start 
debating  the  bill  until  next  Friday,  and 
then  there  will  be  nothing  but  general 
discussion.  The  bill  will  be  discussed 
again  on  Monday.  If  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  California  desires,  I  am 
willing  to  agree  that  there  be  no  votes  on 
Monday.  I  am  certain  there  is  no  pos¬ 
sibility  of  getting  a  vote  on  Friday,  and 
probably  not  on  Monday. 

I  did  not  object  to  the  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  request  of  the  minority  that  they 
have  one  full  week  to  explain  what  they 
had  voted  on  a  week  before.  I  thought 
it  was  unusual.  I  said  so  to  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  and  the  chairman 
of  the  full  committee.  I  desire  to  go 
along  with  my  delightful  friend,  the 
minority  leader,  and  the  other  Mem- 
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bers  of  the  minority,  but  I  do  not  want 
to  have  further  delay  in  the  case  of  an 
important  bill  or  program,  for  which 
the  President  has  a  plan;  for  which  he 
submitted  a  recommendation;  on  which 
in  the  committee  there  have  been  weeks 
and  weeks  of  hearings,  and  then  weeks 
of  voting ;  and  in  connection  with  which 
there  has  been  a  week  to  write  about 
what  the  committee  did,  and  then  an¬ 
other  week  to  explain  what  the  minority 
did.  Senators  can  read  the  views  on 
Friday,  Saturday,  Sunday,  and  Monday, 
and  vote  on  Tuesday.  The  Senate  is  go¬ 
ing  to  be  crowded  at  the  end  of  the 
session  if  we  keep  dragging  our  feet,  and 
that  is  exactly  what  I  think  was  done  in 
the  matter  of  filing  the  minority  views. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  would  not  discuss 
too  much  dragging  of  feet - 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  Senator 
from  California  can  say  what  he  wishes 
to,  but  the  Senator  from  Texas  will  say 
it  is  unusual  for  a  committee  to  take 
a  week  to  have  minority  views  filed. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Does  the  Senator 
remember  the  tax  bill,  when  we  had  a 
discussion  as  to  how  much  time  should 
be  allowed  for  filing  minority  views,  after 
the  bill  had  been  reported  by  the  Finance 
Committee,  without  a  single  change  from 
the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House?  There 
was  a  request  for  unlimited  time  within 
which  to  file  minority  views.  After  dis¬ 
cussion  we  finally  arranged  for  a  certain 
period.  I  do  not  wish  to  trust  to  my 
recollection,  but  as  soon  as  I  can  get 
the  information - 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  If  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  take  the  same  position  with 
regard  to  the  filing  of  minority  views 
on  the  road  bill  as  on  the  filing  of  views 
on  the  tax  bill,  we  shall  have  no  diffi¬ 
culty.  As  I  remember,  the  Senator  from 
California  did  not  wish  to  agree  to  giv¬ 
ing  unlimited  time.  He  wanted  prompt 
action.  He  was  willing  to  let  it  go  over 
the  weekend,  until  Tuesday  or  Wednes¬ 
day.  Finally  we  arrived  at  a  date  which 
was  agreeable. 

I  can  understand  no  earthly  reason 
why  any  Senator  should  object  to  having 
a  general  discussion  of  the  road  bill  on 
Friday,  when  the  minority  views  are  to 
be  filed  on  Thursday. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  All  I  can  say  to 
the  Senator  from  Texas,  both  in  his 
capacity  as  a  distinguished  Senator  and 
as  the  majority  leader  is,  that,  in  my 
capacity  as  minority  leader,  I  also  have 
some  obligation  to  Members  on  our  side 
of  the  aisle.  What  we  agree  to  do  is  not 
a  matter  of  personal  convenience  to  the 
two  of  us.  We  can  generally  get  to  an 
understanding  on  these  matters,  and  I 
intend  to  continue  to  try  to  do  so.  But 
some  Senators  on  our  side  of  the  aisle 
who  are  not  members  of  the  committee 
are  interested  in  the  bill,  and  the  gov¬ 
ernors  of  their  States  are  interested  in 
the  bill.  There  has  been  discussion  as 
to  whether  the  highway  program  should 
be  financed  in  one  way  or  another  way. 
There  is  a  desire  that  progress  be  made. 
Since  the  minority  views  will  not  be 
available  until  Thursday,  and  the 
amendment  is  going  to  be  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute,  it  was  thought  it  would 
be  reasonable  that  the  debate  not  start 
until  Monday.  I  am  merely  trying  to 


carry  out  a  specific  request,  and  at  least 
explore  the  situation  with  the  distin- 
gunished  Senator,  who  is  always  so 
generous  and  affable  in  trying  to  adjust 
such  matters  to  the  satisfaction  of  96 
Senators,  each  of  whom  has  a  different 
view  regarding  the  procedure  which 
should  be  followed  and  as  to  when  a 
measure  should  be  taken  up. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  understand  the  Senator’s  position. 

I  appreciate  that  some  Senators  on  his 
side  of  the  aisle  make  certain  requests  of 
him.  There  are  occasions  when  Senators 
on  my  side  of  the  aisle  make  certain 
requests  of  me.  I  think  most  of  the  time 
they  are  reasonable  requests.  Some¬ 
times  they  fall  in  the  category  which  the 
Senator  has  indicated.  I  would  be  the 
first  one  in  the  Senate  to  see  to  it  that 
the  Senator  from  California  and  the 
minority  had  full  and  ample  time.  The 
minority  asked  for  a  week  to  file  their 
views,  and  got  every  day  they  requested. 
They  got  it  by  unanimous  consent.  The 
views  are  to  be  filed  on  Thursday.  I 
think  if  the  request  had  been  made  that 
the  views  be  filed  on  Friday,  the  Senate 
would  have  gone  that  far.  But,  as  the 
Senator  from  Texas  has  said  to  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee,  the  highway 
measure  is  a  major  bill.  There  are  Sena¬ 
tors — certainly  there  are  on  the  majority 
side — who  will  consume  several  hours 
discussing  the  action  taken  by  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  think  Friday  can  be  profitably 
used  in  that  debate. 

If  the  minority  does  not  choose  to 
speak  on  Friday,  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
general  discussion  by  Members  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle  the  Senator  from  Texas 
will  move  that  the  Senate  recess  to  Mon¬ 
day.  He  has  already  assured  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California  that  there  would  be 
no  votes  on  Friday.  Such  an  arrange¬ 
ment  would  give  every  Senator  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  confer  with  his  colleagues,  to 
confer  with  himself,  if  he  needed  to,  and 
to  confer  and  clear  the  matter  with  the 
governor  of  his  State.  The  bill  will 
merely  be  discussed,  and  it  is  not  going 
to  be  passed  on  Friday,  or  on  Monday, 
either.  However,  if  we  do  not  get  started 
on  it,  there  may  be  no  bill  passed  at  all. 

I  think  the  proposal  before  the  Senate 
is  a  reasonable  one.  In  view  of  the  as¬ 
surances  I  have  given  the  distinguished 
minority  leader,  I  hope  he  will  do  what 
I  am  sure  I  would  do  if  I  were  in  his 
position,  which  would  be  to  say  to  the 
majority  leader,  “It  is  not  proposed  to 
have  any  votes  on  the  bill.  Senators  can 
read  the  reports  over  the  weekend.  We 
do  not  think  there  will  be  any  votes  on 
Monday.  On  Tuesday  perhaps  we  can 
decide  when  we  can  vote.” 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  wanted  to  clear 
the  Record  about  the  statement  that 
the  request  with  respect  to  the  time 
within  which  to  file  minority  views  was 
unprecedented. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  never  said 
it  was  unprecedented. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  think  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  indicated  either 
that  it  was  unprecedented  or  at  least 
that  it  was  unusual. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  said  it  was 
unusual,  and  I  think  the  record  will  so 
show. 


Mr.  KNOWLAND.  But  this  year,  as 
shown  by  the  Congressional  Record  of 
March  2,  after  considerable  colloquy, 
during  which  the  minority  leader  was 
prepared  to  agree  to  the  allowance  of  a 
week’s  time  for  the  filing  of  minority 
views  on  the  tax  bill,  there  was  consid¬ 
erable  discussion  to  the  effect  that  1 
week  would  not  be  sufficient  time  in 
which  to  prepare  and  present  the  minor¬ 
ity  views;  and  finally  we  agreed  upon  10 
days  for  the  filing  of  the  minority  views. 
So  I  am  not  particularly  raising  the 
point  as  an  issue. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  appreciate 
the  generosity  of  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  in  that  connection,  and  I  appeal 
for  the  same  generosity  now. 

Of  course  at  this  time  there  is  a  some¬ 
what  different  situation.  On  the  other 
occasion  I  was  in  Minnesota,  in  a  hospi¬ 
tal  bed,  and  I  had  not  had  a  chance 
either  to  see  and  study  the  report  which 
was  prepared  or  to  prepare  separate 
views. 

Although  later  it  was  determined  that 
the  report  did  not  appeal  to  a  majority  of 
the  Senate,  the  Senator  from  California 
agreed  to  provide  that  opportunity  at 
that  time;  and  in  this  case  I  shall  ap¬ 
preciate  having  him  read  and  digest  the 
majority  report,  which  I  also  hope  he 
will  support. 


ELIGIBILITY  FOR  CONSERVATION 
PAYMENTS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  1573)  to  repeal  section 
348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
unanimous-consent  agreement  which 
applies  to  the  further  consideration  of 
the  unfinished  business  will  be  read  at 
this  time. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows : 

Ordered,  that,  effective  on  Tuesday,  May 
17,  1955,  after  the  conclusion  of  routine 
morning  business,  during  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.  R.  1573,  a  bill  to  repeal  sec¬ 
tion  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  debate  on  any  amendment,  motion, 
or  appeal,  except  a  motion  to  lay  on  the  table, 
shall  be  limited  to  2  hours,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  proposer  of 
any  such  motion  or  amendment  and  the 
majority  leader:  Provided,  That  in  the  event 
the  majority  leader  is  in  favor  of  any  such 
amendment  or  motion,  the  time  in  opposi¬ 
tion  thereto  shall  be  controlled  by  the  mi¬ 
nority  leader  or  some  Senator  designated  by 
him:  Provided  further,  That  no  amendment 
that  is  not  germane  to  the  provisions  of  the 
bill  shall  be  received. 

Ordered  further,  That  on  the  question  of 
the  final  passage  of  the  bill  debate  shall  be 
limited  to  2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled,  respectively,  by  the  majority  and 
minority  leaders. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment. 

Ml-.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  myself,  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  [Mr.  Aiken],  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  and  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Watkins],  I  call  up  the 
amendment  which  lies  at  the  desk,  and 
ask  to  have  it  stated. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  should  like  to 
have  the  yeas  and  nays  ordered  on  the 
question  of  agreeing  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ex¬ 
pect  to  join  in  making  such  a  request 
at  the  appropriate  time.  However,  there 
are  some  Senators  who  have  said  they 
wish  to  change  somewhat  the  wording  of 
the  amendment.  So  I  prefer  to  leave  to 
myself  the  right  to  change  the  wording, 
if  such  a  request  is  made,  and  if  it  seems 
wise  to  change  it.  I  assure  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Minnesota  that  at 
the  conclusion  of  the  debate  I  shall  join 
with  him  in  requesting  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  the  question  of  agreeing  to  the 
amendment.  I  wish  to  have  a  yea-and- 
nay  vote  taken  on  the  question  of  agree¬ 
ing  to  the  amendment,  and  I  hope  that 
all  Members  of  the  Senate  will  have  a 
chance  to  express  their  position  in  that 
way. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  amendment  submitted  by  Mr. 
Holland,  on  behalf  of  himself,  Mr.  Aiken, 
Mr.  Anderson,  and  Mr.  Watkins,  was 
read,  as  follows: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

That  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amend¬ 
ed,  effective  with  respect  to  1955  and  subse¬ 
quent  crops,  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  348.  (a)  Any  person  who  knowingly 
harvests  an  acreage  of  any  basic  agricultural 
commodity  on  his  farm  which  has  been  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  in  excess  of 
the  farm  acreage  allotment  for  such  com¬ 
modity  for  the  farm  for  such  year  under 
this  title  shall  not  be  eligible  for  any  pay¬ 
ment  for  such  year  under  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amend¬ 
ed.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  no 
person  shall  be  deemed  to  have  harvested 
any  acreage  of  any  basic  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  in  excess  of  his  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  by  reason  of  harvesting  corn  for  en¬ 
silage,  harvesting  wheat  in  an  amount  not 
in  excess  of  15  acres,  harvesting  a  commodity 
or  a  crop  with  respect  to  which  producers 
have  rejected  marketing  quotas  in  a  mar¬ 
keting-quota  referendum,  or  harvesting  pea¬ 
nuts  for  seed  to  be  used  for  the  raising  of 
peanuts  to  be  hogged  off. 

“(b)  Persons  applying  for  any  payment  of 
money  under  the  Soil  Conservation  and 
Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  shall 
be  required  to  establish  their  eligibility  for 
such  payment  under  this  section  in  such 
manner  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe  by 
regulation.” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An  act  to 
amend  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938.” 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Florida  on  behalf  of  himself  and 
other  Senators. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
understand  that  1  hour  is  now  available 
to  each  side,  for  debate  on  the  amend¬ 
ment,  with  the  hour  for  the  proponents 
to  be  controlled  by  myself,  and  the  hour 
for  the  opponents  to  be  controlled  by  the 
majority  leader.  Is  that  correct? 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Yes;  if  the  majority  leader  is 
opposed  to  the  amendment;  otherwise, 
the  time  in  opposition  to  the  enactment 
will  be  under  the  control  of  the  minority 
leader. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Chair. 


Mr.  President,  I  yield  myself  2  min¬ 
utes  in  order  to  read  a  communication 
by  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  and  by 
various  other  Senators.  The  communi¬ 
cation,  which  came  this  morning.  May 
17,  1955,  from  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  Mr.  Ezra  Taft  Benson,  reads  as 
follows: 

Department  op  Agriculture, 

Washington,  May  17,  1955. 
Hon.  George  D.  Aiken, 

Hon.  Clinton  P.  Anderson. 

Hon.  Spessard  L.  Holland. 

Dear  Senators:  Our  views  have  been  re¬ 
quested  on  the  proposed  amendment  to  H.  R. 
1573  which  was  discussed  in  the  Senate  on 
Friday,  May  13.  This  proposed  amendment 
would  retain  section  348  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938  as  it  now  stands  but 
would  add  language  to  exempt  corn  for  en¬ 
silage,  wheat  acreages  not  in  excess  of  15 
acres,  crops  with  respect  to  which  producers 
have  rejected  marketing  quotas,  and  peanuts 
for  seed  to  be  used  for  the  raising  of  peanuts 
to  be  hogged  off. 

The  proposed  amendment  generally  will 
tend  to  make  eligible  the  smaller  farms  and 
thereby  overcome  many  of  the  objections 
which  the  Department  has  to  the  provisions 
of  section  348,  as  amended,  by  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1954.  However,  these  exemp¬ 
tions  will  involve  some  problems  of  admin¬ 
istration,  especially  with  respect  to  ensilage 
corn  and  seed  peanuts. 

Sincerely  yours, 

E.  T.  Benson, 

Secretary. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  such  time  as  he 
may  require  to  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Watkins]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Utah  is  recognized. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  in  the  best  interests  not  only 
of  the  American  farmers,  but  also  the 
general  public,  that  H.  R.  1573  in  its 
present  form  not  pass  the  Senate. 
Rather,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the 
basic  problem  which  this  bill  is  designed 
to  correct  can  better  be  handled  by  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  amendments  in  the  nature  of 
a  substitute  which  has  been  jointly  spon¬ 
sored  by  Senators  Holland,  Aiken,  An¬ 
derson,  and  myself. 

H.  R.  1573  would  repeal  section  348 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  in  1954.  Section  348 
provides  that — 

Any  person  who  knowingly  harvests  any 
basic  agricultural  commodity  on  his  farm 
which  has  been  determined  by  the  Secretary 
to  be  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  such  commodity  for  the  farm  for 
each  year  *  *  *  shall  not  be  eligible  for 
any  payment  for  such  year  under  the  Soil 
Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act, 
as  amended  (Agricultural  Conservation  pro¬ 
gram)  . 

The  problem  here,  which  H.  R.  1573 
hopes  to  solve,  is  basically  this:  Under 
marketing  quota  requirements,  a  farmer 
with  a  wheat  acreage  allotment  of  less 
than  15  acres  can  grow  and  harvest  15 
acres  of  wheat  without  penalty.  This 
exemption,  however,  does  not  apply  to 
the  eligibility  requirement  for  payments 
under  the  Agricultural  Conservation 
program  as  provided  in  section  348  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938. 
I  do  believe  that  it  is  rather  inconsistent 
for  the  law  to  permit  a  farmer  to  market 
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up  to  15  acres  of  wheat  without  penalty 
when  quotas  are  in  effect  and  qualify  for 
price  support  at  the  same  time,  but  on 
the  other  hand  to  deny  him  assistance 
under  the  Agricultural  Conservation 
program  unless  he  plants  within  his 
acreage  allotment.  Why?  Because 
marketing  quotas  are  a  much  more  se¬ 
vere  form  of  control  than  acreage  al¬ 
lotments,  yet  when  quotas  are  in  effect 
a  farmer  can  qualify  for  Government 
benefits  even  if  he  markets  more  than 
his  acreage  allotment,  so  long  as  it  is 
less  than  15  acres,  while  if  only  acreage 
allotments  are  in  effect  he  cannot  qualify 
for  assistance  under  the  Agricultural 
Conservation  program  if  his  acreage  al¬ 
lotment  is  less  than  15  acres  and  he 
should  plant  up  to  15  acres. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  My  time  is  limited, 
and  I  prefer  to  complete  this  statement. 
Then  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield,  if  I  have 
time  left. 

Although  H.  R.  1573  would  solve  this 
problem,  as  would  the  amendment  pro¬ 
posed  by  Senators  Holland,  Aiken,  An¬ 
derson,  and  myself,  it  has  certain  other 
defects  which  seem  in  my  opinion  to  out¬ 
weigh  its  benefits.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  substitute  we  have  proposed  not  only 
would  solve  this  problem,  but  has  addi¬ 
tional  advantages  as  well.  This  I  believe 
will  be  apparent,  Mr.  President,  from  the 
following  analysis: 

The  basic  reason  for  requiring  that 
farmers  must  comply  with  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  in  order  to  receive  assistance  un¬ 
der  the  agricultural  conservation  pro¬ 
gram,  is  to  provide  an  added  sanction  to 
induce  compliance  with  production  con¬ 
trols  so  that  production  can  more  nearly 
be  brought  into  line  with  demand.  Al¬ 
though  production  controls  at  best  are 
not  too  effective  in  bringing  and  keeping 
supply  in  line  with  demand,  it  is  impor¬ 
tant  in  light  of  the  big  surpluses  on  hand 
of  basic  commodities  that  they  be  rein¬ 
forced  by  other  sanctions  such  as  that 
provided  by  section  348.  This  is  es¬ 
pecially  true  with  respect  to  the  farms 
owned  by  one-third  of  our  farmers,  who 
produce  80  percent  of  our  marketable 
crop  value  and  who  receive  85  percent  of 
our  net  farm  income. 

However,  I  do  agree  with  the  commit¬ 
tee  which  reported  H.  R.  1573,  that  sec¬ 
tion  348  should  not  apply  to  our  small 
farms,  especially  those  having  wheat  and 
corn  acreage  allotments  of  less  than  15 
acres.  But  I  cannot  agree  that  it  should 
not  be  made  applicable  to  the  large  com¬ 
mercial  farms,  which,  though  fewer  in 
number,  produce  the  bulk  of  our  food 
and  forage  crops.  Specifically,  my  rea¬ 
sons  for  this  are: 

First.  If  public  funds  are  to  be  used  to 
increase  the  capacity  of  these  commer¬ 
cial  farms,  as  is  the  case  with  respect  to 
the  agricultural  conservation  program, 
while  at  the  same  time  the  Government 
is  obliged  to  support  the  prices  of  the 
crops  in  question,  then  the  public  interest 
certainly  requires  that  sanctions  be  im¬ 
posed  which  will  work  toward  the  goal  of 
keeping  supply  in  line  with  demand. 

That  the  bulk  of  payments  now  made 
under ,  the  agricultural  conservation 
program  are  for  practices  which  pri- 
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marily  increase  output  rather,  than  build 
the  soil  as  do  more  permanent  type  prac¬ 
tices,  is  revealed  by  table  5  of  the  Sum¬ 
mary  of  the  Agricultural  Consei'vation 
Program  for  1953  published  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  In  1953,  42 
percent  of  the  $185  million  farmers  re¬ 
ceived  was  spent  for  fertilizer  and  in¬ 
organic  materials — limestone,  phosphate 
and  potash.  Another  14  percent  was 
used  for  protective  manure  crops. 

In  this  connection,  it  is  interesting  to 
note  that  the  commercial  fertilizer  pro¬ 
ducers  are  well  aware  of  this  fact,  as  the 
following  newsletter  dated  May  3,  1955, 
by  Robert  M.  Koch,  executive  secretary, 
National  Agricultural  Limestone  Insti¬ 
tute,  Inc.,  indicates: 

ACP  Authorization  for  1956 
National  Agricultural 

Limestone  Institute,  Inc., 
Washington,  D.  C„  May  3,  1955. 

To  Persons  Interested  in  the  Agricultural 
Conservation  Program.: 

A  week  ago  today  the  Senate,  In  the  most 
unusual  action  taken  since  I  have  been  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  agricultural -conservation 
program  overwhelmingly  approved  continu¬ 
ing  the  ACP  for  1956  at  the  $250  million 
level.  The  administration  originally  re¬ 
quested  $175  million  from  the  House  and 
then,  after  it  was  passed  by  the  House  at  $250 
million,  it  asked  the  Senate  to  reduce  the 
amount  to  $175  million.  When  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Subcommittee  and  the  full 
Appropriations  Committee  reported  the  bill 
at  $250  million,  Senator  Williams,  of  Dela¬ 
ware,  made  an  attempt  on  the  Senate  floor 
to  reduce  the  1956  ACP  to  $195  million.  In 
spite  of  the  fact  that  his  effort  was  to  leave 
the  program  at  $20  million  higher  than  that 
recommended  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  the  Senate  by  a  rollcaU  vote  of  76  to  5 
approved  the  $250  million. 

Strong  bipartisan  support  was  given  to  the 
program  when  many  leading  Republican  and 
Democratic  Senators  pleaded  for  an  adequate 
ACP.  Everyone  interested  in  the  ACP  should 
write  to  their  Senators  thanking  those  who 
supported  the  program  at  $250  million  and 
raising  the  question  with  those  who  voted 
against  it  as  to  whether  they  are  voting  in 
the  best  interests  for  the  conservation  of  the 
soil  in  their  States. 

HOLLAND  AMENDMENT 

Furthermore,  the  repeal  of  the  Holland 
amendment  which  had  been  expected  mo¬ 
mentarily  has  run  into  a  serious  snag.  Here 
at  the  congressional  level  many  fail  to  appre¬ 
ciate  the  significant  effect  which  the  so- 
called  Holland  amendment  has  on  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  ACP  and  the  participa¬ 
tion  of  farmers  in  this  important  program. 
Even  though  the  House  passed  this  bill 
unanimously  to  the  Senate  floor,  we  need 
grassroot  support  to  assure  passage.  When 
Senator  Holland  objected  to  passage  of  this 
bill  on  Monday,  April  25,  on  the  Consent  Cal¬ 
endar,  Senator  Lyndon  Johnson,  majority 
leader,  scheduled  it  for  consideration 
immediately  after  the  USDA  appropriation 
bill  Tuesday.  However,  Senator  Holland 
then  asked  for  time  in  which  to  work  out  an 
acceptable  compromise.  He  is  planning  to 
propose  this  compromise  this  week  and  we 
need  contacts  from  the  grassroots  to  assure 
repeal  of  this  obstacle  to  the  administration 
of  the  ACP.  While  airmail  letters  may  be  in 
sufficient  time,  if  the  bill  comes  up  Thursday 
or  Friday  of  this  week,  we  need  telegrams 
and  telephone  calls  to  head  off  the  indus¬ 
trious  work  of  Senator  Holland  and  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  which 
is  actively  backing  Senator  Holland’s  effort 
to  restrict  the  administration  of  the  ACP. 
On  the  back  of  this  letter  is  a  complete  list 


of  Senators  and  how  they  voted  on  the  ACP 
Be  sure  and  contact  them  on  both  the  ACP 
and  Holland  amendment  repeal. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Robert  M.  Koch, 
Executive  Secretary. 

P.  S. — Both  USDA  Assistant  Secretaries 
McConnell  and  Peterson  testified  for  repeal 
of  H.  R.  1573. 

I  sincerely  hope,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  Members  of  the  Senate  will  not  yield 
to  this  type  of  selfish  pressure. 

Second.  If  we  want  to  really  advance 
soil  conservation  on  lands  devoted  to  the 
growing  of  soil-depleting  crops,  then 
farmers,  if  they  are  to  be  eligible  for 
price  supports  on  such  crops — and  they 
are  the  crops  in  question  here — should 
be  required  to  observe  acreage  allot¬ 
ments..  In  this  respect  I  invite  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  from  1936  to  1944 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  paid 
farmers  $1,666,300,000  under  the  agri¬ 
cultural  conservation  program  to  with¬ 
draw  from  production  soil-depleting 
crops,  including  those  here  in  question. 
Farmers  were  given  an  acreage  allot¬ 
ment,  and  if  they  kept  within  that  al¬ 
lotment  they  received  an  agricultural 
conservation  program  payment. 

That  such  a  practice  was  more  of  a 
permanent  soil-conserving  nature  than 
most  of  those  for  which  farmers  are 
compensated  today  under  the  agricul¬ 
tural  conservation  program  cannot  be 
disputed.  As  Rainer  Schickele,  chair¬ 
man  of  the  agricultural  economics  de¬ 
partment  of  North  Dakota  Agricultural 
College,  has  so  ably  stated  in  his  recent 
book.  Agricultural  Policy: 

The  public  interest  is  concerned  primarily 
with  erosion  control,  with  keeping  the  top¬ 
soil  in  place,  because  it  constitutes  the  non¬ 
renewable-fund  resource  of  the  soil.  Fer¬ 
tility  maintenance,  better  farm  use  of  water, 
and  maintaining  forages  are  essential  only 
insofar  as  they  are  needed  to  control  erosion. 
The  ACP  objective  fails  to  make  this  impor¬ 
tant  distinction.  Consequently,  a  certain 
proportion  of  the  available  funds  is  used  to 
pay  for  practices  on  land  which  would  not 
have  been  permanently  damaged  if  these 
practices  had  not  been  performed  *  *  *. 

There  can  be  no  question  that  a  consider¬ 
able  part  of  the  ACP  payments  are  being 
made  for  practices  on  land  where  those 
practices  are  not  necessary  for  the  public 
interest  in  soil  conservation  *  *  *. 

If  the  funds  now  disbursed  on  lands  not 
subject  to  erosion  could  be  shifted  over  to 
unprotected  erosible  lands  the  effectiveness 
of  the  program  could  be  substantially  in¬ 
creased.  We,  as  a  nation,  would  get  more 
real  soil  conservation  per  tax  dollar  spent 
than  we  are  getting  now  (p.  104) . 

Contrary  to  the  opinion  of  some  with 
respect  to  this  matter,  it  is  evident  that 
not  to  require  compliance  with  acreage 
allotments  on  soil-depleting  crops  as  a 
condition  for  receiving  ACP  payments  on 
farms  having  an  allotment  of  over  15 
acres  would  result  in  less  conservation 
worthy  of  the  name  than  would  be  the 
case  if  section  348  were  repealed  out¬ 
right. 

Third.  The  situation  which  H.  R.  1573 
is  designed  to  correct  is  a  problem  pri¬ 
marily  in  only  the  commercial  wheat  and 
corn  areas.  Wheat  farmers  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  States  are  not  affected  by  the  eli¬ 
gibility  requirement  imposed  by  section 
348,  since  they  are  outside  the  commer¬ 


cial  wheat  areas  and  acreage  allotments 
are  not  allocated  to  farmers:  Alabama, 
Arizona,  Connecticut,  Florida,  Louisiana, 
Maine,  Massachusetts,  Mississippi,  Ne¬ 
vada,  New  Hampshire,  Rhode  Island,  and 
Vermont. 

The  same  is  true  with  respect  to  corn 
farmers  in  the  States  of  Arizona,  Ala¬ 
bama,  Arkansas,  California,  Colorado, 
Connecticut,  Florida,  Georgia,  Idaho, 
Louisiana,  Massachusetts,  Mississippi, 
Montana,  New  Hampshire,  Nevada,  New 
Mexico,  New  York,  Oklahoma,  Oregon, 
Rhode  Island,  South  Carolina,  Texas, 
Utah,  Vermont,  Washington,  and  Wyo¬ 
ming. 

With  respect  to  wheat  and  corn  farm¬ 
ers  having  allotments  of  less  than  15 
acres,  the  problem  can  more  effectively 
be  solved  by  the  amendment  which  Sen¬ 
ators  Holland,  Aiken,  Anderson,  and  I 
have  proposed  to  H.  R.  1573. 

Mr.  President,  that  concludes  the 
statement  I  had  intended  to  make  on 
this  amendment.  I  shall  be  glad  now  to 
respond  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  IMr.  Case]. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
point  in  the  Senator’s  remarks,  where 
I  sought  to  interrogate  him,  my  atten¬ 
tion  was  attracted  by  his  reference  to  a 
comparison  between  marketing  quotas 
and  acreage  allotments. 

I  thought  I  understood  him  to  say  that 
marketing  quotas  would  be  more  severe 
than  acreage  allotments.  I  was  wonder¬ 
ing  on  what  basis  he  felt  that  was  true. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  do  not  know  that 
I  understand  all  the  technicalities  in¬ 
volved  in  the  question,  but  I  believe  that 
to  be  a  correct  statement.  I  am  not  a 
member  of  the  committee.  I  take  that 
statement  largely  from  Senators  who 
have  made  a  study  of  the  subject. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  a  farmer  has  an  al¬ 
lotment  and  he  violates  it,  he  loses  his 
price  support;  if  he  violates  his  market¬ 
ing  quota  he  suffers  a  stiff  penalty, 
which  probably  makes  it  unprofitable 
for  him  to  violate  the  agreement. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  am  not 
sure  that  that  goes  to  the  point  here  in¬ 
volved.  I  must  say  that  my  feeling 
through  the  years  has  been  more  and 
more  that  a  marketing-quota  system 
would  be  preferable  to  acreage  allot¬ 
ments.  I  recognize  the  fact  that  that 
may  be  true  in  my  case  particularly, 
because  of  the  problem  that  arises  in  an 
area  of  uncertain  rainfall.  Very  fre¬ 
quently  corn  growers  in  South  Dakota  do 
not  know  whether  they  will  have  a  crop 
or  not  because  of  the  deficiency  of  rain. 
If  there  were  a  marketing  quota,  instead 
of  an  acreage-allotment  system,  the 
farmers  would  have  the  privilege  of 
marketing  a  certain  amount  of  their 
crop  in  a  given  season.  If  the  rainfall 
was  sufficient  to  enable  them  to  reap  a 
normal  crop  and  anticipate  their  mar¬ 
keting  quota,  they  could  store  it  or 
carry  it  over.  If  in  the  next  season  the 
crop  was  short,  they  could  perhaps  bene¬ 
fit  from  a  more  normal  marketing,  and 
in  that  way  have  a  normal  income. 
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When  acreage  allotments  under  rigid 
controls  are  applied,  and  the  allotments 
are  cut  successively  11  percent,  or  even 
as  much  as  30  percent,  as  happened  in 
some  of  our  counties  in  the  past  few 
years,  the  farmers  are  so  restricted  in 
their  acreage  that  they  do  not  have 
enough  total  production,  even  in  a  good 
year,  to  carry  the  cost  of  the  equipment 
which  it  is  necessary  for  them  to  have  if 
they  are  to  produce  com  or  wheat. 

Therefore  I  have  felt  that  it  would  be 
more  humane  and  much  fairer  to  apply 
a  marketing  quota  system  instead  of  an 
acreage  allotment  system.  Each  farmer 
could  then  carry  his  own  ever-normal 
granary,  so  to  speak,  and  have  a  normal 
income  during  the  year. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  There  is  consider¬ 
able  merit  to  the  argument  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota.  However,  the 
present  law  requires  acreage  control  in¬ 
stead  of  marketing  quotas. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That 
may  be  so.  However,  what  intrigued  me 
was  the  remark  of  the  Senator  from 
Utah  that  marketing  quotas  would  be 
more  severe  than  acreage  allotments.  I 
was  not  sure  that  I  wanted  to  accept  that 
statement. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  That  may  be,  but 
that  happens  to  be  my  opinion  after 
studying  the  question. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  should 
like  to  ask  one  other  question,  which 
goes  to  the  question  of  tying  soil  con¬ 
servation  practice  payments  to  crop  pro- 
auction  allotments. 

In  my  State  soil  conservation  pay¬ 
ments  are  tied  to  some  specific  program, 
such  as  the  building  of  a  dam  or  terrac¬ 
ing  or  the  planting  of  trees  or  the  plant¬ 
ing  of  legumes  in  place  of  crops.  To  do 
any  work  of  that  kind  a  farmer  must 
necessarily  make  an  investment  him¬ 
self.  He  must  put  some  money  into  the 
operation,  and  also  some  effort.  He  sac¬ 
rifices  the  prospect  of  immediate  returns 
in  the  form  of  the  production  of  a  crop 
by  devoting  his  land  or  his  money  or  his 
effort  to  conserving  water  or  conserving 
soil,  from  which  he  will  get  no  monetary 
return.  Therefore  why  should  he  not 
be  encouraged  to  engage  in  such  con¬ 
servation  practices,  instead  of  being  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  second  penalty  of  being  de¬ 
nied  any  cooperation  on  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  practices  if  he  exceeds  his  acreage 
allotment? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  There  is  a  very  sim¬ 
ple  answer  to  that  question.  All  the 
farmer  has  to  do  is  obey  the  law  which 
provides  for  the  acreage  allotment  to 
him. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Obey  the 
law? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Obey  the 
law,  or  obey  a  regulation? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  A  regulation  which 
is  authorized  by  law  and  which  the 
farmers  accept  voluntarily. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Why 
does  the  Senator  believe  60  percent  of 
the  corn  growers  of  South  Dakota — and 
South  Dakota  is  not  a  corn-growing 
State,  although  a  considerable  quantity 
of  corn  is  grown  in  the  eastern  and 
southeastern  areas  of  the  State — refused 
to  vote  for  allotments?  It  was  because 


the  repeated  cuts  in  the  acreage  allotted 
to  them  had  so  reduced  their  crops  that 
they  could  not  get  a  sufficient  return  to 
carry  the  investment  in  their  land  and 
machinery. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  That  is  likely  to  hap¬ 
pen  under  the  program  we  have  today. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  I  do  not  know  who  con¬ 
trols  the  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Utah  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  control  this  time, 
and  I  do  not  know  how  much  time  the 
Senator  from  Florida  wants  me  to  take. 
Perhaps  I  am  trespassing  on  the  time  of 
another  Senator. 

Mr.  THYE.  Will  the  other  side  of  this 
question  give  me  1  minute  so  that  I  may 
make  a  brief  statement?  Will  the  other 
side  allot  a  minute  to  the  Senator  from 
Utah  so  that  he  may  yield  to  me  on  that 
point? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Utah  has  the  floor  under 
the  statement  by  the  Senator  from 
Florida  for  as  much  time  as  he  may 
desire. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  in 
order  to  comply  with  the  request  of  my 
distinguished  senior  colleague,  I  am  will¬ 
ing  to  yield  a  few  minutes  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  who  is 
being  charged  with  the  time  that  is  now 
being  taken  in  this  colloquy? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  now  being  used  is  under  the  control 
of  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol¬ 
land].  Approximately  20  minutes  of 
that  time  has  been  used. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  should  like  to  know 
whether  the  time  that  is  now  being  used 
by  other  Senators  is  time  that  has  been 
allotted  to  me. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  time  for  a  question  by  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota,  provided  that  we  will  be 
reimbursed  for  that  time  by  the  junior 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  2  minutes 
for  that  purpose.  Let  us  be  brief. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  have  already  yield¬ 
ed  to  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Case]  .  Does  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  wish  me  to  yield  to  him  so  that  he 
may  answer  a  question  of  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota? 

Mr.  THYE.  I  should  like  to  make  a 
brief  comment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  believe  a  comment 
might  well  be  made  at  this  point  on  the 
subject  under  discussion  between  the 
Senator  from  Utah  and  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota.  A  small  producer  who 
intends  to  feed  most  of  his  crop,  whether 
it  be  corn  or  wheat,  is  not  concerned  at 
all  about  his  acreage  allotment,  because 
he  would  not  seal  up  any  corn.  The  acre¬ 
age-allotment  provision  would  concern 
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him  only  if  he  were  to  seal  up  any  of  his 
grain. 

Since  the  so-called  Holland  amend¬ 
ment,  or  section  348,  which  we  are  now 
considering,  was  enacted,  any  good 
farmer  in  the  diversified  farming  area 
who  planted  more  than  his  allotted  corn 
crop  was  disqualified  from  benefiting 
by  the  payments  for  soil  conservation 
practices  which  are  so  desirable  and 
necessary,  if  future  generations  are  not 
to  have  land  which  is  eroded  and 
depleted. 

All  I  am  concerned  with  here  is 
whether  our  soil  conservation  practices 
are  to  be  continued.  If  they  are,  there  is 
need  to  provide  incentives  to  assure  their 
continuation.  The  Extension  Service 
which  has  existed  for  many  years  was 
trying  to  educate  American  farmers  in 
good  farming  practices.  However,  many 
of  those  practices  were  not  followed 
until  an  incentive  program  was  estab¬ 
lished  under  the  Agricultural  Act. 

I  believe  the  proposed  amendment 
contains  more  dangerous  defects  from 
the  standpoint  of  damaging  soil  conser¬ 
vation  practices  than  anything  I  can 
imagine.  That  is  why  I  should  like  to 
have  section  348  in  the  present  act 
repealed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Utah  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  The  whole  theory  of 
the  price  support  program  and  the  acre¬ 
age  allotment  system  is  to  bring  supply 
and  demand  into  balance.  It  has  not 
been  brought  in  balance  up  to  the  present 
time,  and  it  looks  as  though  greater 
incentives  will  be  needed. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  We  are 
not  providing  any  way  by  which  it  may 
be  done.  We  would  be  doing  precisely 
the  opposite,  if  the  pending  amendment 
should  be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  That  is  not  the  way 
in  which  I  view  it. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  A  double 
penalty  is  involved. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  I 
yielded  for  a  question,  but  the  Senators 
to  whom  I  yield  wish  to  make  speeches. 

I  have  no  further  time,  unless  the 
Senator  from  Florida  desires  to  yield  it 
to  me.  I  have  finished  what  I  had  to  say. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

The  issue  in  this  matter  is  whether  to 
change  the  present  law  which  provides 
for  acreage  allotments  and  is  supple¬ 
mented  by  a  provision  to  the  effect  that 
if  a  farmer  knowingly  exceeds  his  acre¬ 
age  allotment  he  shall  thereby  be  de¬ 
prived  of  the  largesse  extended  by  Uncle 
Sam,  and  of  receiving  money  from  Uncle 
Sam  under  the  ACP  program. 

We  come  down  to  this  stage:  During 
the  past  year  I  have  heard  many  Sena¬ 
tors  say,  “We  believe  in  the  regid  price- 
support  program.  We  know  perfectly 
well  that  a  part  of  it  involves  strict  acre¬ 
age  allotments.  We  believe  in  those 
strict  acreage  allotments  and  we  believe 
in  strict  enforcement.  The  question  is, 
Is  the  Senate  of  the  United  States  when 
saying  all  those  good  and  high-sounding 
things,  going  to  put  its  tongue  in  its  cheek 
by  at  the  same  time  refusing  to  accept 
one  of  the  methods  which  is  so  effective 
in  causing  the  farmer  to  live  up  to  his 
acreage  allotments?  Are  we  in  earnest 
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about  reducing  the  great  agricultural 
overproduction  which  we  have  had,  or 
are  we  merely  saying  we  want  to  reduce 
it  and,  at  the  same  time,  propose  so  to 
cripple  the  Administrator  and  so  to 
weaken  the  law  that  overproduction  will 
continue? 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  10  minutes  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Aiken]. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  had  not 
expected  to  speak  quite  so  early  this 
afternoon,  but  I  shall  do  the  best  I  can 
under  the  circumstances. 

Last  year  section  348  was  inserted  in 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1954.  It  was 
approved  by  the  majority  of  the  con¬ 
ferees  of  the  House  and  the  Senate.  The 
provision  was  placed  in  the  law  in  order 
to  bring  the  other  basic  agricultural 
commodities  under  the  same  regulation 
under  which  the  cottongrower  had  to 
operate  for  the  past  15  years. 

The  provision  was  put  into  the  act  in 
an  effort  to  find  a  way  to  enforce  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  law  by  those  persons 
who  had  asked  for  the  very  law  which 
some  of  them  show  every  indication  of 
violating,  or  encouraging  the  violation 
of,  at  the  first  chance  they  get. 

Section  348  of  the  1954  act  had  some 
defects.  The  Holland  amendment  is  an 
effort  to  remedy  those  defects. 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  would  do  these  things: 

It  would  exempt  from  the  provisions 
of  section  348  wheat  growers  who  pro¬ 
duce  less  than  15  acres  of  wheat.  It  is 
definitely  an  effort  to  assist  small  farm¬ 
ers  who  might  be  expected  not  to  under¬ 
stand  the  law  too  well. 

The  amendment  would  exempt  corn 
for  silage.  This  would  cover  the  situa¬ 
tion  referred  to  by  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  where  farmers 
plant  more  than  their  allotment  of  corn. 
The  amendment  would  permit  them  to 
put  the  corn  grown  on  the  excess  acre¬ 
age  into  the  silo  without  incurring  a  pen¬ 
alty.  In  fact,  I  do  not  think  silage  corn 
should  have  come  under  the  law  any 
more  than  red  clover,  alfalfa,  or  other 
legumes  and  proteins. 

The  Holland  amendment  would  do 
away  with  the  necessity  of  the  State 
committees  of  the  respective  States  send¬ 
ing  questionnaires  or  forms  to  every 
farmer,  whether  he  produces  basic  crops 
or  not.  That  is  one  of  the  nuisances  re¬ 
sulting  from  the  1954  law. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  only  10  minutes. 

This  amendment  would  also  relieve 
from  the  penalty  the  producer  of  those 
crops  as  to  which  controls  had  been 
voted  down.  That  should  be  of  par¬ 
ticular  interest  to  the  wheat  grower  this 
year,  in  view  of  the  rumors  we  hear  that 
controls  over  wheat  may  be  voted  down. 
I  am  not  expressing  any  opinion  on  that 
point. 

If  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  has 
a  short  question,  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Was 
there  not  an  exemption  of  peanuts? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes,  of  peanuts  to  be 
“hogged  off.”  If  a  planter  raises  more 
peanuts  than  his  allotment,  then,  in¬ 


stead  of  digging  them,  he  can  turn  the 
hogs  in  to  the  field. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Would 
the  same  thing  apply  to  corn  that  is 
“hogged  off.” 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  would  apply  under 
the  proposed  amendment  to  silage  corn. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  should  like  to  say 
for  the  information  of  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  that  as  the  law  now  stands 
and  as  it  has  always  stood,  peanuts 
solely  for  fattening  purposes  have  never 
come  under  acreage  allotment.  The  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  exemption  is  to  protect  the 
farmer  who  has  no  acreage  allotment 
and  who  does  not  want  to  sell  under 
the  price-support  program,  but  raises 
enough  feed  for  his  own  operation. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  is  undoubtedly 
aware  of  the  complaints  of  dairy  farm¬ 
ers  because  the  law  places  ensilage  corn 
under  controls.  The  amendment  which 
is  now  proposed  removes  controls  on 
corn  raised  for  the  silo,  and  I  am  sure 
it  would  be  gratefully  received  by  the 
dairymen  of  Wisconsin,  Minnesota,  Iowa, 
South  Dakota,  Illinois,  and  other  States. 
It  really  liberalizes  the  law. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  suggest  to  the 
Senator  from  Florida,  however,  a  slight 
modification  in  his  proposed  amendment. 
In  March  the  Senate  passed  without 
objection  Senate  Bill  46,  which  ex¬ 
empted  from  control  wheat  producers 
who  used  all  their  wheat  on  the  farm 
who  did  not  sell  any  at  all,  but  used  it 
for  feed  or  for  seed,  and  received  no 
supports  at  all. 

On  page  2  of  the  amendment,  line  8, 
after  the  word  “acres,”  I  would  suggest 
adding  the  words  “harvesting  wheat  for 
use  as  feed  or  seed  on  the  farm  where 
produced.”  Those  words  would  be  in¬ 
serted  to  cover  that  type  of  crop,  in  the 
event  the  House  should  pass  S.  46  which 
has  been  before  it  for  the  past  2  months. 
I  do  not  know  whether  the  Senator  from 
Florida  will  accept  that  modification. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shall  be  glad  to  ac¬ 
cept  that  modification,  and  I  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  the  very  proposal 
of  the  insertion  of  the  provision  sug¬ 
gested  was  to  take  care  of  the  problem 
facing  the  farmers,  regardless  of  whether 
the  House  passed  the  other  bill  or  not. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  would  say,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  the  amendment  does  very 
well  take  care  of  the  small  farmer.  It 
does  not  give  the  corporation  farmer  or 
the  large  farmer  who  cultivates  from  100 
to  10,000  acres  the  right  to  violate  the 
law  wilfully  without  incurring  the  pen¬ 
alty  provided  by  section  348. 

By  the  vote  on  the  amendment,  Mr. 
President,  we  shall  be  able  to  ascertain 
whether  those  who  in  the  past  have  said, 
“Give  us  these  high  supports  and  we  will 
control  our  crops”  meant  what  they  said, 
because  if  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland] 
and  other  Senators  shall  be  rejected,  it 
can  only  result  in  encouraging  wide¬ 
spread  violations  of  the  law  on  the  part 
of  the  corporation  farmers  and  the  large 
farmers  who  are  not  covered  by  the  so- 
called  Holland  amendment. 


Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  realize  that  the  amendment  af¬ 
fects,  to  any  degree,  only  the  Midwest 
States  of  Ohio,  Indiana,  Illinois,  Iowa, 
South  Dakota,  Minnesota,  and  Wiscon¬ 
sin?  They  are  the  States  which  would 
be  hai’dest  hit  by  the  amendment.  The 
amendment  would  have  little  affect  on 
North  Dakota  or  the  other  major  wheat¬ 
growing  States. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  satisfied  that  there 
is  pretty  good  compliance  with  the  law  in 
North  Dakota.  It  could  not  be  other¬ 
wise,  because  North  Dakota  is  princi¬ 
pally  a  one-crop  State.  I  believe  the 
benefits  to  Illinois,  Ohio,  and  Indiana 
would  be  very  marked,  indeed,  if  only  by 
reason  of  the  elimination  of  silage  corn 
from  the  penalties. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  The  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  said  that  North  Dakota  was  a  one- 
crop  State.  North  Dakota  is  one  of  the 
most  diversified  farming  States  in  the 
Nation. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  may  say  that  my  own 
State  also  is  largely  a  one-crop  State, 
because  three-fourths  of  the  agriculture 
income  is  derived  from  dairy  herds. 

I  believe  that  52  percent  of  the  income 
in  the  Senator’s  State  of  North  Dakota, 
agriculturally  speaking,  comes  from  price 
supported  crops.  The  income  in  North 
Dakota  from  that  source  is  among  the 
highest  in  the  Union,  in  that  respect. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont  has 
expired. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield  an  additional 
2  minutes? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  As  best  I  can  see,  those 
who  would  profit  from  the  rejection  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Florida  would  be  those  who  intend 
to  violate  the  law.  If  they  simply  over¬ 
plant,  the  1954  act  provides  that  they 
may  correct  their  acreage.  For  instance, 
section  374  of  the  1954  act  reads : 

The  Secretary  shall  provide,  through  the 
county  and  local  committees,  for  measur¬ 
ing  farms  on  which  corn,  wheat,  cotton,  pea¬ 
nuts,  or  rice  is  produced  and  for  ascertaining 
whether  the  acreage  planted  for  any  year  to 
any  such  commodity  is  in  excess  of  the  farm 
acreage  allotment  for  such  commodity  for 
the  farm  under  this  title. 

Paragraph  (c)  of  the  same  section 
provides : 

If  the  acreage  determined  to  be  planted 
to  any  basic  agricultural  commodity  on  the 
farm  is  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment,  the  Secretary  shall  by  appropriate  reg¬ 
ulations  provide  for  a  reasonable  time  prior 
to  harvest  within  which  such  planted  acreage 
may  be  adjusted  to  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment. 

That  would  give  farmers  time  in  which 
to  cut  off  their  extra  planting  of  com 
and  to  put  it  in  the  silo.  It  would  give 
them  time  to  curtail  their  acreage,  so 
that  they  would  not  incur  either  the 
penalty  provided  by  section  348  or  the 
penalty  of  50  percent  of  the  support 
price,  which  is  found  elsewhere  in  the 
law. 


5464  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  May  17 


I  should  say  that  if  the  proposed 
amendment  should  be  rejected,  then  we 
should  only  be  giving  a  green  light  to 
those  who  willfully  and  knowingly  in¬ 
tend  to  violate  the  law. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont  has 
expired. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  shall  not  ask  for  addi¬ 
tional  time  now. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  jun¬ 
ior  Senator  from  North  Dakota;  and  if 
he  needs  more  time,  I  shall  be  happy  to 
comply  with  his  request. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  junior  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
can  speak  as  objectively  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  as  can  the  sponsors 
of  the  amendment.  The  amendment 
would  have  little  effect  on  North  Dakota. 
Practically  all  our  wheat  farmers  are  in 
compliance;  and  North  Dakota  has  only 
one  county  in  the  commercial  corn  area. 

The  States  of  four  sponsors  of  the 
amendment,  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland],  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  [Mr.  Aiken],  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Watkins],  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson] — 
are  all  outside  the  commercial  corn  area, 
so  they  are  not  affected  at  all  in  that 
respect.  Some  wheat  is  produced  in 
those  4  States,  but  2  of  the  States  are 
outside  the  commercial  wheat  area  and 
not  affected  by  the  pending  amendment. 

The  amendment  exempts  the  farmer 
who  produces  only  a  few  acres  of  wheat. 

All  of  us  who  have  spoken  thus  far 
today  are  pretty  much  outside  the  area 
which  would  be  hardest  hit  by  the 
amendment.  On  the  basis  of  last  year’s 
compliance  with  quotas  and  acreage  al¬ 
lotments,  this  would  be  the  effect: 

The  State  hardest  hit  would  be  Illinois. 
32,352  wheat  farmers  were  out  of  com¬ 
pliance  last  year.  150,356  corn  farmers 
were  out  of  compliance  last  year. 

The  modified  amendment  does  fairly 
well  by  wheat  producers,  so  many  of  the 
farmers  who  were  out  of  compliance 
last  year  would  now  be  in  compliance. 
But  the  amendment  would  do  little  to 
change  the  com  situation,  according  to 
the  top  officials  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  Therefore,  to  allow  farm¬ 
ers  to  harvest  a  few  more  acres  of  com 
to  fill  silos  would  change  very  little  the 
figures  of  noncompliance  last  year. 

The  State  which  would  be  the  second 
hardest  hit  would  be  Iowa.  The 
amendment  would  have  little  effect  on 
its  695  wheat  farmers  who  were  out  of 
compliance.  But  Iowa  had  122,381  corn 
farmers  who  were  out  of  compliance 
last  year.  They  will  probably  have  as 
many  this  year. 

The  State  which  would  be  third  hard¬ 
est  hit  is  Indiana.  Indiana  had  36,112 
wheat  farmers  and  114,434  corn  farmers 
who  were  out  of  compliance  last  year. 

Nebraska  would  be  hard  hit.  It  had 
7,024  wheat  farmers  and  53,146  corn 
farmers  out  of  compliance  last  year. 

Wisconsin,  Minnesota,  and  South 
Dakota  would  be  hard  hit,  so  far  as  the 
corn  farmers  are  concerned.  In  these 
States  hundreds  of  thousands  of  farm¬ 
ers  would  be  ineligible  for  soil-conserva¬ 
tion  payments. 


Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota,  Does  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  have  the 
figures  with  reference  to  the  total  num¬ 
ber  of  corn  farmers  in  South  Dakota 
who  would  be  affected? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  In  South  Dakota,  638 
wheat  farmers  were  out  of  compliance 
last  year.  Most  of  them  would  be  in 
compliance  under  the  modified  amend¬ 
ment.  Twenty-nine  thousand  seven 
hundred  and  forty  corn  farmers  were 
out  of  compliance  last  year. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Twenty- 
nine  thousand  seven  hundred  and  forty 
corn  farmers  is  a  pretty  sizable  pro¬ 
portion.  I  think  that  number  is  prob¬ 
ably  more  than  the  60  percent  I  sug¬ 
gested. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Yes.  The  very  fact  that 
a  farmer  is  denied  soil-conservation  pay¬ 
ments  takes  away  the  inducement  for 
him  to  comply  with  the  corn  allotments 
or  the  wheat  quotas.  A  corn  farmer 
can  raise  additional  corn  and  make  far 
more  money  than  he  can  by  receiving 
a  small  soil-conservation  payment, 
which  does  much  in  a  State  like  Massa¬ 
chusetts  to  help  bring  about  better  soil 
conservation. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  It  does 
not  bring  a  corngrower  into  compliance ; 
it  merely  induces  him  not  to  do  anything 
with  respect  to  soil  conservation  in  a 
cooperative  plan. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Does  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  have  the  figures  as 
to  noncompliance  on  the  part  of  wheat 
and  corn  farmers  in  Kansas? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  In  Kansas,  9,787  wheat 
farmers  would  be  out  of  compliance  on 
the  basis  of  last  year’s  figures.  But, 
again,  most  of  them,  under  the  modified 
amendment,  would  be  in  compliance. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  an  addi¬ 
tional  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Kansas  would  have 
18,397  corn  farmers  out  of  compliance. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  think  that  is  a 
rather  interesting  figure.  I  am  in  accord 
with  the  Senator’s  view  that  the  wheat 
farmers  would  largely  be  in  compliance 
under  the  Holland  amendment.  I  have 
a  grave  question  about  the  18,397  corn 
farmers,  because  in  a  few  counties  in 
Kansas,  in  the  commercial  corn  area, 
corn  is  not  used  for  silage,  except  in  cer¬ 
tain  instances.  It  is  grown  to  feed  cat¬ 
tle,  and  is  not  sold.  So  that  is  an  im¬ 
portant  item  in  the  bill,  and  I  appre¬ 
ciate  receiving  the  figures. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  short  question? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Why  should  not  a  corn 
or  a  wheat  grower,  producing  grain  for 
commercial  use,  comply  with  the  law. 
whether  he  be  in  Illinois,  Ohio,  Kansas, 
North  Dakota  or  any  other  State?  Why 
should  he  not  comply? 


Mr.  YOUNG.  I  think  every  farmer, 
taking  advantage  of  price  supports, 
should  comply,  and  it  is  to  his  best  in¬ 
terest  to  do  so. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  They  would  not  lose  any¬ 
thing  under  the  ACP  payments  if  they 
complied. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  think  many  com 
farmers  feel  it  unnecessary  to  comply. 
There  were  nearly  1  million  corn  farmers 
who  did  not  comply  last  year,  but  still  we 
do  not  have  a  surplus  of  corn  this  year. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Why  not  take  them  out 
of  the  program? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Why  destroy  the  soil 
conservation  program  to  get  even  with 
some  farmers? 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  is  making  a  reasonable  and  sound 
explanation  of  the  entire  question.  Sup¬ 
pose  I  were  a  corn  producer,  growing  100 
acres  of  corn  in  northern  Iowa,  and  I 
were  feeding  400  head  of  steers.  I  would 
feed  them  all  of  my  corn,  and  probably 
buy  some  from  other  producers.  Under 
the  particular  amendment  before  the 
Senate,  if  such  a  farmer  in  any  sense 
should  grow  more  corn  than  had  been 
allotted  to  his  farm,  even  if  he  did  not 
intend  to  sell  a  bushel  of  it,  he  would  im¬ 
mediately  be  disqualified  to  receive  pay¬ 
ments  for  good  conservation  practices, 
such  as  taking  care  of  an  eroding  ditch 
or  taking  care  of  some  of  the  contour  in 
the  rolling  countryside  of  western  Iowa. 
He  would  be  absolutely  disqualified  from 
coming  under  any  phase  of  the  program. 
Yet  he  does  not  ask  for  a  cent  from  his 
Government  in  the  way  of  price  sup¬ 
ports,  because  he  feeds  every  bushel  and 
acre  of  corn  he  produces. 

We  have  that  kind  of  farmers  in 
Minnesota.  That  is  one  reason  why  the 
greatest  number  out  of  compliance  so 
far  have  been  in  Nebraska,  Iowa, 
Indiana,  and  Minnesota.  Most  of  the 
producers  there  grow  their  crop  to  feed 
their  own  cattle,  or  use  it  for  other 
feeding  operations.  The  only  reason 
why  they  concerned  themselves  at  all 
with  the  program  was  their  desire  to 
carry  out  what  was  advocated  as  a  sound 
conservation  program  to  preserve  the 
fertility  of  the  land  for  future  needs. 

I  say  section  348  in  last  year’s  agri¬ 
cultural  act  had  a  tendency  to  stifle  and 
spottily  to  destroy  good  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  practices.  That  is  the  reason  why 
I  am  opposed  to  that  section. 

I  am  fully  aware  that  the  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  is  supporting  the  amendment,  so 
I  am  in  opposition  to  an  organization 
with  which  I  have  worked  for  years.  But 
when  one  applies  the  results  of  the  op¬ 
eration  of  the  section  to  the  Nation  as 
a  whole,  he  will  see  that  it  makes  soil 
conservation  practices  spotty.  Any  pro¬ 
ducer  who  stepped  out  of  line  to  get  the 
feed  he  needed  for  his  feeding  opera¬ 
tions  would  be  denied  the  right  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  payments  for  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  practices,  whether  they  be  techni¬ 
cal,  or  liming  for  the  purpose  of  getting 
a  good  $tand  of  legumes. 
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I  say  there  are  times  when  we  walk 
ourselves  into  difficulty,  and  dislike  to 
turn  around  and  get  ourselves  out  of  it. 
The  amendment  before  the  Senate  is  a 
proposal  to  modify  something  we  should 
not  have  done  last  year. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  3  additional  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
thank  the  senior  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Thye]  for  his  appropriate 
remarks.  He  has  been  a  farmer  all  his 
life  and  is  a  fanner  now.  I  know  of 
no  man  better  qualified  to  speak  on  the 
subject  than  the  senior  Senator  from 
Minnesota. 

I  have  always  believed  that  the  soil- 
conservation  program  was  tremendously 
important.  I  thought  it  was  good 
enough  to  stand  on  its  own  legs.  I 
should  dislike  very  much  to  see  the  pro¬ 
gram  destroyed  by  making  farmers  in¬ 
eligible  for  its  benefits  because  they  had 
not  complied  with  some  other  program 
which  probably  was  not  nearly  so  impor¬ 
tant. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  as  a 
part  of  my  remarks  the  chart  from 
which  I  just  read,  which  was  prepared 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  chart 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 


Number  of  farms  harvested  in  excess  of  1954 
allotment 


State 

Wheat 

Corn 

42 

2 

65 

13 

14 
20 

12,441 

I, 341 
24,  744 
49, 100 
36, 112 
32,  352 
28,  547 

3, 491 
3,699 
695 
35,460 
559 
638 
7,  024 
9,787 
175 
2, 161 
15, 108 
1,  591 
24,036 
11,694 
7,  336 
255 
7,504 

II, 293 
1,618 

854 
2,227 
171 
8, 153 
7,953 
1,547 

Rhode  Island . . _ 

Connecticut _ _ _ 

New  Jersey . . . 

2,262 
33, 101 
97,  352 
114, 434 
150,  356 
50, 480 
59. 192 
78,  357 
122,  381 
77, 466 
1, 178 
29,740 
53, 146 
18, 397 
3,941 
10,632 
4,  962 

Pennsylvania _ _ 

31,  345 

33, 119 
16,868 

Arkansas . . . . 

5,421 

5,934 

449 

2,232 

307 

78 

3,745 

215 

484 

2,527 

590 

Utah 

California _ _ _ 

366,  389 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 


in  the  Record  as  a  part  of  my  remarks 
a  chart,  also  prepared  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  showing  how  many  to¬ 
bacco  farmers  were  out  of  compliance 
and  would  be  ineligible  for  soil  conser¬ 
vation  payments.  The  total  for  the 
United  States  is  30,839. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  chart 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Estimated  number  of  farms  harvested  in 
excess  of  1954  allotment 

TOBACCO 


Alabama  _ 61 

Arkansas _  2 

Connecticut _  40 

Florida  _  142 

Georgia _ 631 

Illinois _  6 

Iowa _ _ _  o 

Indiana _  529 

Kentucky _ 10,  240 

Maryland  _  500 

Massachusetts _  10 

Minnesota  _  2 

Missouri  _  22 

New  Hampshire _  0 

North  Carolina _  7,  583 

Ohio _  629 

Pennsylvania _  1 

South  Carolina _  2,  914 

Tennessee _  5,  218 

Texas _  1 

Vermont _  0 

Virginia _  1,  883 

West  Virginia _ 386 

Wisconsin _  39 


30,  839 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  also  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  as  a  part  of  my  remarks 
a  table  showing  how  many  cotton  farm¬ 
ers  were  out  of  compliance  last  year. 
The  total  number  in  the  entire  United 
States  was  only  11,197. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Estimated  number  of  farms  harvested  in 
excess  of  1954  allotment 

COTTON 


Alabama _  3, 108 

Arizona _  144 

Arkansas _  210 

California _  103 

Florida _ _  58 

Georgia _  1,221 

Kentucky _ 8 

Louisiana _  207 

Mississippi _  778 

Missouri _  242 

New  Mexico _  67 

North  Carolina _  1,  200 

Oklahoma _ 619 

South  Carolina _  784 

Tennessee _ _ _  1,  604 

Texas _  793 

Virginia _  51 


Total - - - - 11,197 


Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks, 
a  table  showing  the  average  1953  AGP 
payments,  or  soil  conservation  payments, 
made  to  the  farmers  of  the  respective 
States.  Again,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  I 
should  like  to  say  that  table  shows  that 
the  State  of  Kansas  received  the  highest 
average  payment  under  the  soil  conser¬ 
vation  program,  $151.  New  Jersey  was 
the  second  highest,  with  average  pay¬ 


ments  of  $107.  The  average  payment  in 
North  Dakota  was  $82. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Average  1953  ACP  payment 


Arkansas _ $94.  00 

Delaware _ 109.  00 

Illinois _  72.  00 

Indiana _  57.  00 

Iowa _ -  54.  00 

Kansas _ 151.00 

Kentucky _  56.  00 

Maryland _  84.  00 

Michigan _  63.  00 

Minnesota _  54.  00 

Missouri _ ; _ _  81.  00 

Nebraska _  70.  00 

New  Jersey _ 107.  00 

North  Carolina _  47.  00 

North  Dakota _  82.  00 

Ohio _  54.  00 

Pennsylvania _ 79.  00 

South  Dakota _ 93.  00 

Tennessee _  67.  00 

Virginia _ 69.  00 

West  Virginia _ 51.  00 

Wisconsin _  54.  00 


1953  appropriation,  $250  million. 

1954  appropriation,  $195  million. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  table 
showing  the  estimated  number  of  farms 
harvested  in  excess  of  1954  allotment 
with  respect  to  peanuts  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  as  a  part  of  my 
remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Estimated  number  of  farms  harvested  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  1954  allotment 


PEANUTS 

Alabama _ 300 

Arkansas _  25 

California _ 1 

Florida _ 159 

Georgia _ * _ _  750 

Mississippi _ 1 

New  Mexico _ 25 

North  Carolina _ 2,  000 

Oklahoma _ _  400 

South  Carolina _ 50 

Tennessee _ 4 

Texas _ 1,  000 

Virginia _  950 


Total _ -  5,  665 


Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
the  Senate  will  reject  the  Holland 
amendment  and  will  pass  the  Hum¬ 
phrey  bill  which  is  now  pending  before 

f  lrp  ^PHf]  tP 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  One  of  the  argu¬ 
ments  used  by  the  proponents  of  the 
Holland  amendment  is  that  if  we  repeal 
section  348  we  will  be  condoning  break¬ 
ing  the  law,  and  we  will  be  giving  the 
green  light  to  farmers  to  overplant  and 
violate  the  law.  Those  arguments  are 
fallacious,  and,  what  is  more,  they  do  not 
stand  even  the  test  of  logic. 

First  of  all,  the  soil-conservation  pro¬ 
gram  was  never  intended  as  a  punitive 
measure. 

Secondly,  the  thing  that  is  wrong 
about  section  348,  and  the  reason  it 
should  be  repealed,  is  that  it  is  out  of 
harmony  with  control  mechanism  in  the 
matter  of  corn  production. 
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I  should  like  to  use  an  analogy.  What 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken] 
and  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol¬ 
land]  and  their  colleagues  are  saying  is 
that  if  the  driver  of  an  automobile 
speeds,  using  the  parlance  of  a  traffic  vi¬ 
olator,  he  should  lose  the  right  to  have 
safe  driving  lessons.  In  other  words, 
here  is  a  violator  who  is  subject  to  prose¬ 
cution  for  speeding  under  a  certain  law, 
to  be  hauled  into  court,  to  be  subject  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  to  be 
fined,  or  to  be  sentenced  to  the  work- 
house.  But  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
and  the  Senator  from  Florida  say  that  it 
is  not  sufficient.  Of  course,  the  pro¬ 
moters  of  the  safe  driving  program 
which  has  been  sponsored  by  the  schools 
as  a  public  service  contend  that  a  viola¬ 
tor  of  the  law  who  comes  before  the 
court  should  be  subject  not  only  to  fine 
or  the  possibility  of  imprisonment,  but 
he  should  be  required  to  take  safe  driving 
lessons. 

I  use  the  analogy  because  the  soil- 
conservation  program  is  designed  to  help 
farmers  to  produce  better  and  to  con¬ 
serve  their  land.  The  soil  conservation 
program  was  not  designed  to  be  a  club 
or  a  stick  to  discipline  farmers  into  com¬ 
pliance.  The  soil-conservation  program 
was  designed  to  protect  the  fertility  of 
the  soil. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  know  whether  the  Senator  has  time 
to  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  do.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  I  am  trying  to  get 
the  picture  of  the  situation  which  is 
presently  before  us.  The  proposal  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  would  repeal  that  section 
of  the  law  which  penalizes  the  farmer 
by  taking  away  from  him  conservation 
rights  if  he  violates  production  limita¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  I  have  always  as¬ 
sumed  that  the  farmer,  who  is  a  victim 
of  the  seasons,  did  not  violate  the  law 
or  regulations  intentionally. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  However,  let  me 
say  that  section  348  says  “farmers  who 
knowingly.” 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  That  is  simple 
enough. 

What  does  the  Holland  amendment 
do? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Perhaps  I  should 
rely  upon  the  sponsors  of  the  Holland 
amendment  to  explain  it,  because  I  have 
had  a  little  difficulty  in  determining  ex¬ 
actly  what  its  result  will  be.  But  I  can 
say  that  the  Holland  amendment  makes 
special  provision  for  wheat  farmers  who 
grow  wheat  on  15  acres  or  less,  and  it 
also  makes  some  special  provision  for 
ensilage. 

At  this  time  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Florida,  so  that  he  may  tell  us  what  the 
other  provision  is. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  There  are  two  other 
provisions,  one  is  in  case  a  price-support 
program  has  been  voted  down  by  the 
farmers,  so  that  such  a  program  is  not 
applicable;  and  the  other  is  in  the  case 
of  peanuts,  where  the  farmer  is  planting 
peanuts  for  seed  only  or  for  the  fatten¬ 
ing  of  hogs,  by  turning  them  into  the 
field.  In  such  case  the  peanut  farmer  is 


allowed  to  raise  enough  peanuts  so  that 
he  will  have  sufficient  seed  for  the  next 
year. 

There  is  also  a  provision  allowing  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  some  latitude  in 
the  regulations,  so  as  to  prevent  much  of 
the  paper  work  which  at  the  present  time 
is  required. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  I  thank  both  Sena¬ 
tors.  However,  I  am  not  yet  quite  clear 
as  to  the  effect  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  shall  try  to  help 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  I  have  felt  for  a  long 
time  that  it  was  quite  unfair  to  penalize 
a  farmer  who  had  slightly  overproduced 
because  nature  had  stepped  in  and 
played  its  part.  It  has  seemed  to  me 
that  a  farmer  who  is  the  victim  of  such 
circumstances  should  not  be  denied  his 
soil-conservation  payments  on  that  ac¬ 
count.  So  I  am  in  favor  of  repealing  the 
section  which  would  penalize  the  farmer 
in  that  way. 

I  do  not  understand  clearly  how  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Florida 
would  modify  that  section. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  shall  let  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  speak  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  in  his  own  time. 

At  this  time  I  wish  to  say  that  the 
point  attempted  to  be  made  by  the  pro¬ 
ponents  of  the  Holland  amendment  is 
that  the  repeal  of  section  348  will  encour¬ 
age  law  violation.  Let  me  say  that  if 
section  348  shall  be  repealed,  there  will 
be  no  such  law  to  violate.  Section  348  is 
bad  law,  in  the  first  place,  and  never 
should  have  been  included  in  the  bill  of 
last  year.  It  was  not  in  the  bill  when  it 
was  passed  by  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives,  but  came  into  the  bill  as  the  result 
of  the  conference.  I  may  remind  my  col¬ 
leagues  that  a  substantial  number  of  the 
Members  of  the  Senate  voted  against  all 
parts  of  the  bill  which  came,  last  year, 
from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry. 

Mr.  President,  soil  conservation  stands 
on  its  own  right  and  has  its  own  privi¬ 
leges  and  responsibilities.  We  have  pro¬ 
vided  severe  penalties  for  violating  mar¬ 
keting  quotas,  and  we  have  provided  pen¬ 
alties  for  violations  of  acreage  allot¬ 
ments.  If  a  farmer  violates  his  acreage 
allotments,  he  receives  no  price  supports; 
and  that  means  that  he  will  not  receive 
a  loan  upon  any  crop  he  may  have  to 
store,  in  order  to  wait  for  a  better  mar¬ 
ket.  That  penalty  is  in  effect.  Why  use 
soil-conservation  payments — which  nev¬ 
er  were  supposed  to  operate  as  a  penal¬ 
ty — as  a  further  club  or  disciplinary 
weapon  over  the  farmer? 

My  distinguished  colleague,  the  Senior 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  ThyeI, 
pointed  out  very  aptly  what  happens. 
Large  numbers  of  farmers,  particularly 
corn  farmers,  never  take  advantage  of 
the  price-support  program.  Instead, 
they  feed  to  livestock  the  corn  they  pro¬ 
duce.  However,  if  such  a  farmer  exceed¬ 
ed  by  one -tenth  of  an  acre  or  one -half 
of  an  acre  or  1  acre  his  corn  allot¬ 
ment,  he  would  be  denied  soil-conserva¬ 
tion  benefits,  even  though  he  would  never 
sell  1  ear  of  corn  in  the  market,  and 
even  though  he  would  not  seek  a  loan, 
and  even  though  he  would  not  go  into 


the  market  at  all,  to  sell  any  of  his 
product. 

It  is  true,  Mr.  President,  that  we  wish 
to  have  production  quotas  and  acreage 
allotments  enforced.  But  soil-conserva¬ 
tion  benefits  should  not  be  used  as  a 
means  of  enforcement.  There  is  other 
provision  of  law  for  such  enforcement. 

Soil  conservation  payments  are  to  be 
used  by  farmers  in  a  cooperative  rela¬ 
tionship  with  their  Government.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  the  average  soil-conserva¬ 
tion  payment  from  the  Government  to 
the  farmer  is  approximately  $50.  Let  us 
be  frank  about  this  matter,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent.  If  soil-conservation  benefits  or 
payments  are  canceled,  certainly  there  is 
no  punitive  effect  in  respect  to  prevent¬ 
ing  a  farmer  from  overplanting,  for  if  he 
overplants  only  a  little,  he  will  receive  a 
greater  benefit  from  the  overproduction 
than  the  total  amount  of  his  soil-con¬ 
servation  payments.  The  result  is  that 
many  farmers  overproduce ;  and  if  there¬ 
after  the  farmers’  soil-conservation  pay¬ 
ments  are  denied  them,  with  the  result 
that  they  do  not  engage  in  soil  conserva¬ 
tion,  the  resultant  situation  operates  to 
the  detriment  of  the  land  and  to  the  de¬ 
triment  of  future  generations. 

Mr.  President,  soil  conservation  is 
needed,  regardless  of  whether  there  is  a 
price-support  program.  Soil  conserva¬ 
tion  is  long  overdue,  regardless  of 
whether  we  ever  dream  of  having  a  crop- 
loan  and  crop-storage  program. 

All  I  can  say  about  section  348  is  that 
it  never  should  have  been  in  the  law  in 
the  first  place.  Yet  the  proponents  of 
the  Holland  amendment  say,  “The  re¬ 
peal  of  section  348  will  result  in  viola¬ 
tions  of  the  law.” 

Mr.  President,  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  there  are  some  ordinances 
which  are  antiquated  and  outmoded  and 
ineffectual;  and  day  by  day  various  per¬ 
sons  violate  them.  In  that  case,  the 
thing  to  do  is  to  repeal  such  antiquated 
laws.  Today  we  do  not  tell  people  that 
they  must  drive  down  Pennsylvania 
Avenue  only  5  miles  an  hour  with  a  team 
of  horses.  Instead,  we  repeal  any  such 
antiquated  law.  That  is  what  I  recom¬ 
mend  that  we  do  in  this  case. 

Mr.  President,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  reported  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  that  section 
348  is  ineffective,  is  difficult  of  admin¬ 
istration,  is  retarding  soil  conservation, 
and  is  not  controlling  crop  production. 
So  why  should  such  a  provision  be  re¬ 
tained  in  the  law? 

The  fact  that  we  made  a  mistake  once 
does  not  mean  that  we  have  to  compound 
it  by  now  adopting  the  Holland  amend¬ 
ment,  which  only  would  put  a  new  suit 
of  clothes  on  an  old  frame  which  long 
ago  should  have  been  discarded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has 
expired. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  an  additional  5  minutes  to  myself. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  In  addition  to  the 
objections  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
has  raised,  is  section  348  enforceable? 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No;  it  is  not 
enforceable. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Has  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  so  reported? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Department 
of  Agriculture  has  recommended  the  re¬ 
peal  of  section  348.  The  Department 
says  section  348  is  administratively  diffi¬ 
cult  to  handle  and  to  enforce,  and  the 
Department  sees  no  particular  benefit 
to  accrue  from  section  348. 

Furthermore,  last  week  two  national 
conferences  of  soil-conservation  offi¬ 
cials — one  in  St.  Paul,  Minn.,  and  the 
other  in  Memphis,  Tenn.,  where  the 
chairman  of  the  committees  and  other 
officials  met — expressed  their  concern 
because  Congress  had  not  yet  repealed 
section  348.  They  are  concerned  be¬ 
cause  of  the  serious  interference  of  sec¬ 
tion  348  with  a  large  number  of  farmers 
in  their  participation  in  the  1955  soil- 
conservation  program. 

We  suffer  from  wind  erosion  and 
drought.  Yet  the  farmers  who  may  have 
overplanted  corn,  wheat,  or  other  sup¬ 
ported  crops  are  finding  themselves  de¬ 
nied  the  benefit  of  soil  conservation  at 
a  time  when  they  need  it  the  most. 

Mr.  President,  how  ridiculous  can  we 
get?  It  means  to  me  that  we  have  a 
moral  obligation — for  the  good  of  the 
entire  future  of  agriculture— to  rectify 
an  existing  error  in  the  law. 

I  know  of  very  few  organisations  in 
the  Nation  which  are  interested  in  soil 
conservation  and  production  control 
which  are  not  in  favor  of  the  repeal  of 
section  348. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  should 
like  to  have  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
follow  me  in  a  brief  description  of  a 
situation  I  have  in  mind,  so  as  to  see 
whether  I  correctly  understand  this 
matter.  I  understand  that  if  a  farmer 
desires  to  engage  in  soil-conservation 
practices,  the  Government  wishes  to  en¬ 
courage  him  to  do  so;  and  because  such 
practices  are  expensive,  and  because 
when  he  engages  in  soil-conservation  the 
farmer  must  devote  some  of  his  land  to 
the  building  of  dams  or  to  the  building 
of  terraces,  and  because  such  practices 
do  not  pay  immediately,  with  the  result 
that  temporarily  the  farmer  has  to  sac¬ 
rifice  some  of  his  income,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  says  to  him,  “If  you  engage  in  this 
practice,  we  will  share  the  cost  with 
you.” 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is 
done  as  a  means  of  encouraging  the 
farmer  to  participate  in  the  soil-conser¬ 
vation  program. 

In  addition,  the  Government  says  to 
the  farmer,  “If  you  reduce  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  certain  crops,  we  will  provide 
you  with  a  high  support  loan.” 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  In  the 
case  of  some  farmers  who  were  not  able 
to  comply  with  the  acreage  allotment 
now,  because  of  the  Holland  amendment 
of  last  year,  the  Government  says,  “If 
you  do  not  comply,  we  cannot  go  along 
with  you  on  the  soil-conservation  pro¬ 


gram.”  So  the  effect  of  the  pending 
amendment,  it  seems  to  me,  would  sim¬ 
ply  be  to  reduce  farmer  cooperation  in 
the  soil-conservation  program.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  I  do  not  believe  the  Holland 
amendment  will  persuade  a  single 
farmer  to  be  in  compliance  with  the 
acreage  allotments  or  production  quotas. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  has  stated  the  argument 
succinctly,  concisely,  and  persuasively. 
He  is  exactly  correct.  I  say  that  the 
proponents  of  the  Holland  amendment 
or  the  proponents  of  section  348  can 
bring  to  the  Senate  no  evidence  which 
would  indicate  that  if  we  were  to  keep 
section  348,  as  now  written  in  the  law,  or 
as  modified  by  the  Holland  amendment, 
it  would  promote  any  further  compliance 
with  acreage  allotments  and  marketing 
quotas.  It  would  not  have  such  an  effect. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  It  would 
not  have  such  an  effect;  and  on  the 
other  hand,  so  far  as  soil  conservation  is 
concerned,  it  would  be  definitely  a  de¬ 
structive  measure. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  is  correct  and  I  thank  him. 

The  other  specious  argument  which 
has  been  raised  in  support  of  a  political 
and  economic  ghost  is  that  a  repeal  of 
section  348  will  help  the  corporation¬ 
sized  farms.  Let  us  take  a  look  at  that 
argument.  Nothing  could  be  further 
from  the  truth.  Is  a  farmer  who  grows 
6  acres  of  corn  to  feed  his  livestock  when 
he  has  only  a  5  acre  allotment  a  corpora¬ 
tion-type  farmer?  Is  a  farmer  who 
grows  16  acres  of  wheat  a  corporation¬ 
sized  farmer  when  he  has  an  acreage  al¬ 
lotment  of  only  15  acres?  Such  farmers 
and  all  others  in  the  family-size  farm 
category  would  be  ineligible  for  ACP 
payments  under  the  proposed  substitute, 
just  as  they  are  under  the  present  sec¬ 
tion  348. 

Let  me  say  to  my  good  fi-iend,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  that  I 
understand  that  some  of  the  farmers  of 
Vermont  grow  a  little  tobacco.  They 
may  grow  an  acre  and  a  half  or  2  acres 
of  tobacco.  I  would  harlly  call  them 
corporation-size  farmers.  Under  the 
present  program,  because  of  section  348, 
or  under  the  Holland  amendment,  if 
they  should  exceed  their  allotment  by 
0.1  or  0.2  of  an  acre,  they  would  lose  all 
possibility  of  soil  conservation  benefits 
for  their  land  under  the  ACP  program. 

I  feel  that  our  responsibility  is  clear- 
cut.  We  happen  to  have  a  bad  provision, 
among  other  bad  provisions  in  the  law. 
Here  is  an  opportunity  to  take  some 
remedial  action. 

This  has  nothing  to  do  with  flexible 
price  supports  or  rigid  price  supports. 
That  is  a  non-germane,  extraneous 
argument.  Whether  price  supports  are 
50  percent  of  parity  or  75  percent  of 
parity,  or  whether  they  flex  like  an  old 
rubber  band  makes  not  a  bit  of  differ¬ 
ence.  The  truth  is  that  both  under  flex¬ 
ible  price  supports  and  rigid  price  sup¬ 
ports  acreage  allotment  and,  in  some  in¬ 
stances,  market  quotas,  all  imposed  for 
production  control. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
has  expired. 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  myself  1 
more  minute. 

If  the  argument  advanced  were  sound, 
it  would  make  no  difference  whether  the 
price  support  were  110  percent  of  parity 
or  20  percent  of  parity.  If  a  farmer  vio¬ 
lates  his  acreage  allotment,  he  loses  his 
ACP  payment.  So  let  us  not  bring  in  the 
argument  of  price  supports,  to  see  if  we 
cannot  muster  some  flexible  price  sup¬ 
porters  against  the  repeal  of  section  348, 
or  muster  some  rigid  price  supporters 
for  the  repeal  of  section  348.  The  two 
are  unrelated.  They  are  not  even  close 
cousins.  They  are  not  even  kinfolk. 
They  live  in  different  parts  of  the  po¬ 
litical  atmosphere.  I  suggest  that  we 
stay  with  the  issue. 

Do  we  wish  to  provide  for  further  soil 
conservation,  or  do  we  not?  Do  we  wish 
to  restrict  the  soil  conservation  program 
by  making  soil  conservation  payments  a 
club  and  a  punitive  measure  for  rigid 
price  support  enforcement,  or  do  we  wish 
to  progress  on  the  basis  of  conserving 
the  soil  and  cooperating  with  the  farmer 
and  the  Government  in  a  relationship 
which  has  been  established  for  almost 
15  years? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  some  time  to  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  merely  wish  to 
ask  a  question. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  think  the  Sena¬ 
tor  has  covered  my  point  in  his  argu¬ 
ment,  but  I  should  like  to  ask  a  specific 
question. 

Is  there  not  sufficient  penalty  under 
the  law  now  to  punish  for  overplanting, 
if  section  348  is  repealed? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Indeed  there  is. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Is  there  any  con¬ 
nection  between  denying  a  farmer  soil¬ 
building  payments  if  he  engages  in  soil¬ 
building  practices,  and  punishing  him 
for  overplanting,  which  is  an  entirely 
different  matter? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Will  the  Senator 
repeat  his  question? 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Is  there  any  con¬ 
nection  between  denying  a  farmer  soil¬ 
building  payments  if  he  performs  soil¬ 
building  practices,  and  punishing  him 
for  over  planting,  which  is  a  different 
subject? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  There  is  no  rela¬ 
tionship  whatsoever. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Should  there  ever 
have  been  a  combination  or  merging  of 
those  two  subjects  in  the  same  provision 
of  the  law? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  There  should  not 
have  been,  particularly  when  we  consider 
only  acreage  allotments.  If  we  are  con¬ 
sidering  marketing  quotas,  it  is  easier  to 
enforce  production  controls,  but  acreage 
allotments  are  not  quite  so  easy  to  en¬ 
force. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Would  not  the  re¬ 
peal  of  section  348  tend  to  stimulate  soil 
building  rather  than  to  discourage  those 
practices? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  the  view 
of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service.  It  is 
the  view  of  those  in  the  Department  of 
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Agriculture  who  are  responsible  for  soil- 
conservation  programs  under  the  ACP 
program.  It  is  the  view  of  the  State 
committees  on  soil  conservation.  It  is 
the  view  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
It  is  the  view  of  the  Grange,  and  of  the 
National  Farmers  Union.  I  know  it  is 
the  view  of  several  State  farm-bureau 
organizations. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Is  there  anything 
more  important  we  can  do  for  this  gen¬ 
eration  of  farmers  and  the  future  than 
to  encourage  soil-building  practices? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Let  me  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina  that  one  of  the  great  moral,  eco¬ 
nomic,  and  social  responsibilities  of  this 
generation  and  all  generations  yet  to 
come  is  to  protect,  with  all  the  force  and 
power  at  our  and  their  command,  the 
fertility  of  our  soil.  That  is  a  great  re¬ 
source  which  belongs  to  the  people.  It 
is  the  basis  of  a  strong  American  econ¬ 
omy.  For  the  life  of  me — and  I  say  this 
most  respectfully — I  cannot  see  why  we 
should  want  to  tie  in  a  constructive,  for¬ 
ward-looking  program  like  soil  conser¬ 
vation  as  a  club  or  punitive  measure  to 
enforce  price-support  regulations.  That 
would  be  like  denying  a  child  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  going  to  Sunday  school  because 
he  had  stayed  out  late  some  night  during 
the  previous  week.  The  fathers  and 
mothers  of  America  have  other  means  of 
disciplining  delinquent  children.  They 
usually  encourage  them  to  go  to  Sunday 
school  if  they  break  the  rules  of  the 
household.  But  that  is  not  true  in  this 
instance. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol- 
iand]  in  his  amendment  says,  in  effect, 
“If  you  stay  out  late,  not  only  will  you 
be  spanked,  but  we  will  not  let  you  go  to 
Sunday  school.”  What  good  does  that 
do?  It  seems  to  me  that  the  spanking 
ought  to  be  enough,  and  that  the  Sunday 
school  is  long  overdue. 

If  a  farmer  violates  his  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  and  production  quota,  he  gets  the 
penalty  of  no  price  supports.  He  gets 
the  penalty  of  no  crop  loan.  He  is  left 
on  his  own,  with  no  help  from  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  enable  him  to  obtain  a  fair 
price  for  his  commodity.  That  is  ample 
penalty.  But  we  should  not  compound 
that  penalty  by  saying,  “Not  only  shall 
you  suffer  that  penalty,  but  we  will  also 
deny  you  the  right  to  take  good  care  of 
your  soil.  We  will  also  deny  you  the 
opportunity  to  work  with  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  in  a  great  pro¬ 
gram  established  for  the  public  good.” 

I  cannot  understand  why  we  even  hesi¬ 
tate.  I  do  not  think  we  shall.  I  am 
ready  to  vote  now.  I  am  sure  that  logic, 
reason,  and  prudent  judgment  are  on 
our  side. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Is  it  not  true  that 
all  the  bill  does  is  to  eliminate  the  pen¬ 
alty  provided  by  section  348? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  has  a  minute  I 
should  like  to  ask  him  a  question. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Is  it  not  true  that 
the  price  support  program  is  a  year-by¬ 
year  program? 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  It  may  be  continued 
or  it  may  be  terminated  in  any  year  by 
a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  farmers.  They 
decide  whether  or  not  they  want  it.  On 
the  other  hand,  soil  conservation  is  a 
long-term  program,  not  limited  by  years 
or  by  decades.  It  is  a  program  for  the 
future  as  well  as  for  the  present. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Its  design  and  pur¬ 
pose  was  long-range,  from  decade  to 
decade  and  from  generation  to  genera¬ 
tion.  One  of  the  reasons  we  have  pro¬ 
vided  these  payments  is  to  encourage 
farmers  to  engage  in  the  early  practice 
of  soil  conservation,  to  help  them  to  help 
themselves.  We  have  done  this  all 
around  the  world,  for  other  people.  It 
seems  to  me  that  we  ought  to  do  it  at 
home. 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Two  decades  ago  we 
woke  up  to  find  that  about  a  third  of  our 
rich  soil  had  washed  away  and  been 
eroded,  and  that  if  that  process  were  to 
continue  we  might,  as  our  population  in¬ 
creased  and  as  our  soil  fertility  decreased, 
find  ourselves  in  the  situation  in  which 
many  other  countries  are,  namely,  over- 
populated  and  underproductive.  There¬ 
fore  the  soil-conservation  program  is  a 
long-term  program,  which  has  no  con¬ 
nection  whatever  with  the  year-by-year 
program  of  price  supports  for  the  various 
crops  included  in  the  law. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  thoroughly  agree 
with  the  Senator’s  observation.  Now 
that  the  proponents  of  the  Holland 
amendment  are  recommending  a  very 
slight  modification  of  the  objective  of 
section  348,  I  want  them  to  produce  one 
scintilla  of  evidence  that  section  348,  as 
written,  or  section  348,  as  modified  by 
the  Holland  amendment,  has  any  effec¬ 
tive  relationship  to  price  supports  and 
production  controls.  In  other  words, 
does  it  operate  to  control  production? 
I  believe  the  answer  is  obvious  that  it 
does  not,  because  where  this  program  is 
most  desirable  and  where  it  is  needed  the 
most  is  in  the  great  midwestern  area, 
in  the  corn-producing  States,  in  which 
are  found  probably  the  largest  number  of 
farmers  who  are  not  in  compliance  with 
their  quotas.  They  will  not  be  in  com¬ 
pliance  with  their  quotas,  I  say  respect¬ 
fully,  for  a  benefit  payment  of  $25  from 
the  Federal  Government.  They  will  not 
do  it.  If  we  want  to  pass  soil-conserva¬ 
tion  legislation,  let  us  pass  that  kind  of 
legislation.  If  we  wish  to  have  price 
supports,  we  should  legislate  price  sup¬ 
ports.  We  should  not  mix  the  two. 
When  we  mix  the  two  or  set  either  up 
as  a  yardstick  or  as  a  disciplinary  weap¬ 
on,  we  destroy  the  whole  effectiveness  of 
the  soil-conservation  program. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  has  24  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

The  first  thing  I  wish  to  do  is  to  an¬ 
swer  the  challenge  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey]  as  to  whether  section  348  will 
work  or  can  work.  The  best  evidence 
of  the  fact  that  it  will  work  and  can 
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work  is  the  fact  that  in  the  cotton  in¬ 
dustry,  to  which  it  has  applied  contin¬ 
uously  for  many  years,  there  is  the 
highest  degree  of  compliance  that  is 
found  in  any  large  agricultural  industry 
of  the  Nation. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  has  put  into  the 
Record  some  figures  which  are  pertinent. 
My  recollection  is  that  he  said  the  num¬ 
ber  of  cotton  farmers  in  the  Nation  who 
were  out  of  compliance  last  year — and 
that  was  planting  out  of  compliance,  and 
those  farmers  could  still  comply  before 
harvest  time,  as  most  of  them  did — was 
only  11,000.  That  is  11,000  out  of  more 
than  a  million  cotton  farmers  in  the 
Nation. 

In  other  words,  about  1  percent  were 
out  of  compliance  in  their  planting.  Un¬ 
der  the  provision  of  last  year’s  act,  which 
became  applicable  for  the  first  time  this 
year  as  to  other  commodities,  but  which 
was  applicable  last  year  to  cotton - 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  do  not  wish  to  yield 
at  this  point. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  declines  to  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Under  the  provisions 
of  that  law,  which  allowed  farmers  to 
come  into  compliance  by  harvest  time, 
very  nearly  all  of  the  cotton  farmers 
were  in  compliance  by  the  time  of  the 
harvest. 

That  fact  is  incontrovertible,  and  the 
Senator  cannot  and  need  not  try  to  con¬ 
trovert  it.  The  cotton  producers  of  the 
Nation  are  the  ones  who  have  been  in 
closest  compliance  with  these  programs 
all  the  way  through. 

The  reason  why  they  have  been  in 
such  close  compliance  is  that  a  similar 
but  stronger  provision  was  made  appli¬ 
cable  to  them  through  these  programs. 
There  cannot  be  any  better  evidence 
than  the  type  of  performance  we  have 
had,  and  Senators  know  that  the  cotton 
industry  is  a  complying  industry. 

Listening  to  the  arguments  of  the  op¬ 
position,  one  would  think  that  it  is  al¬ 
most  a  crime  to  comply  with  the  acreage 
limitation  restrictions  of  the  act.  The 
purpose  of  the  act  is  to  protect  the 
farmers.  It  offers  them  a  chance  to  con¬ 
trol  their  production.  The  world  knows 
and  our  people  are  keenly  aware  of  the 
fact  that  we  are  producing  more  than 
we  can  consume.  The  warehouses  are 
full  of  agricultural  commodities.  Ships 
are  full  of  them.  Every  place  we  can 
find  to  store  such  commodities  is  full. 

Last  year  we  passed  a  law  in  the  hope 
of  putting  some  brakes  upon  overpro¬ 
duction.  Now  come  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ators  who  try  to  take  off  one  of  those 
brakes.  It  is  a  brake  which  has  shown 
its  effectiveness  in  the  cotton  industry. 
It  is  a  brake  which  will  show  its  ef¬ 
fectiveness  in  other  industries,  if  it  is 
given  a  chance  to  operate.  It  has  not 
been  given  a  chance,  because  it  has  only 
become  effective  this  year  for  the  first 
time. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  decline  to  yield  at 
this  time.  Are  Senators  fearful  that  the 
same  degree  of  effectiveness  will  prevail 
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in  the  other  agricultural  industries  that 
has  already  prevailed  in  the  cotton  in¬ 
dustry?  Are  they  afraid  to  allow  a  year’s 
experience  on  this  restriction,  which 
would  encourage  compliance?  Or  are 
they  simply  pleading,  like  angels  with 
trumpet  tongues,  for  a  violation  of  the 
law? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  The  Senator  speaks 
about  making  it  more  necessary  for  the 
wheat  farmer  to  comply  with  the  pro¬ 
gram.  Under  the  modified  amendment 
of  the  Senator,  the  wheat  farmer  is 
almost  entirely  out  of  it,  and  the  amend¬ 
ment  affects  almost  entirely  the  corn 
producer. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  could 
not  be  more  mistaken.  The  only  wheat 
farmers  who  are  out  of  it  are  those  who 
produce  up  to  15  acres  of  wheat.  The 
Senator  has  stated  in  his  able  argument 
that  there  were  so  few  affected  farmers 
in  his  own  State  that  the  provision 
hardly  applied  to  his  State.  The  fact  is 
that  the  only  farmers  who  are  taken 
from  under  the  act  are  those  who  are 
already  out  from  under  it,  in  decency 
and  equity,  because  of  the  provision  of 
the  price  support  act  which  is  already  in 
effect,  that  when  a  farmer  plants  up  to 
15  acres,  he  is  exempt.  However,  in  or¬ 
der  to  have  no  question  raised  on  this 
point,  the  pending  amendment  was 
offered  by  myself  and  three  other  Sena¬ 
tors.  That  amendment  makes  it  clear 
that  a  wheat  farmer  can  plant  up  to  15 
acres  not  only  under  the  price  restriction 
provision  of  the  act,  but  also  under  the 
other  provision. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  have  the  assurance  of 
Mr.  Ritchie,  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  that  the  Holland  amendment,  as 
modified,  would  put  most  wheat  farmers 
into  compliance,  and  that  the  most 
pronounced  effect  would  be  on  the  corn 
farmer. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  fact  is  that  it 
would  put  most  of  those  who  violated  the 
provision  in  compliance  with  it.  No  one 
wants  to  hold  them  to  one  standard  of 
compliance  under  one  provision  of  the 
act  and  to  a  different  standard  of  com¬ 
pliance  under  another  provision  of  the 
act. 

Those  who  are  opposing  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  like  to  eat  their  cake  and 
have  it  too.  They  are  trying  to  get  full 
advantage  of  the  price  support  program 
for  farmers  even  when  they  overplant, 
and  at  the  same  time  draw  benefits  from 
a  generous  Government  for  conserva¬ 
tion  practices.  They  are  something  like 
a  man  I  once  knew  when  I  was  practic¬ 
ing  law.  He  always  wanted  to  trade  with 
one  hand  and  fight  with  the  other.  That 
is  not  the  practical  way  to  do  things. 
The  farmers  who  have  the  advantage  of 
this  beneficent  program  should  do  no 
less  than  comply  with  acreage  allot¬ 
ments. 

I  heard  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Minnesota,  able  as  he  is,  make  a  state¬ 
ment  to  the  effect  that  corn  would  not  be 
brought  under  this  provision,  and  that 


corn  was  not  particularly  affected  be¬ 
cause  so  many  corn  farmers  do  not  sell 
their  corn  under  the  price  support  pro¬ 
gram.  We  have  known  that  all  along. 
We  have  known  that  so  long  as  no  pen¬ 
alty  is  imposed  on  a  farmer  who  does  not 
sell  his  corn,  there  is  no  chance  to  bring 
him  into  line.  The  question  arises 
whether  we  will  have  one  provision  in 
the  law  which  gives  some  chance  of 
bringing  the  corn  producers  into  line, 
and  whether  we  will  have  one  provision 
in  the  law  which  provides  that  the  im¬ 
portant  segment  of  our  agricultural  in¬ 
dustry  which  produces  corn  shall  have  to 
obey  the  law  in  order  to  get  the  benefit  of 
it.  I  believe  we  should  have  this  provi¬ 
sion  in  the  law. 

Those  of  us  who  are  pleading  for  the 
amendment  know  that  Senators  who 
have  spoken  against  it  are  those  who 
were  opposed  to  the  price  support  pro¬ 
visions  in  the  bill  last  year.  They  are  in 
favor  of  continuance  of  overproduction 
and  overstimulation  without  any  brakes 
at  all  being  applied  to  payments  that 
farmers  receive  from  the  Government. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Florida  has 
expired. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
gret  that  I  cannot  yield,  unless  I  am 
granted  further  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  has  14  minutes. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  we  have  22 
minutes  left  on  this  side  of  the  argu¬ 
ment.  I  should  be  glad  to  have  the  Sen¬ 
ator  use  some  of  those  minutes  so  that 
I  would  not  be  trespassing  on  his  time. 
So,  if  the  Senator  will  yield,  I  should 
like  to  ask  a  question. 

The  Senator  stated  that  the  cotton 
producer  was  mostly  in  compliance. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  stated  that  the  cot¬ 
ton  producers  had  made  the  finest  record 
of  compliance  of  any  great  agricultural 
producing  group. 

Mr.  THYE.  This  is  the  question  which 
I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator.  How 
would  a  cotton  producer  use  all  his  cot¬ 
ton  if  he  did  not  put  it  through  com¬ 
mercial  channels?  It  can  be  made  into 
textiles  or  put  to  whatever  commercial 
use  can  be  made  of  it.  If  his  cotton  is 
put  through  commercial  channels  his 
compliance  is  positive.  The  farmer  who 
sells  his  wheat  will  be  in  compliance. 
The  farmer  who  wishes  to  feed  a  few 
bushels  of  wheat  in  his  general  dairy- 
mix  will  grow  a  few  acres  of  wheat  for 
that  purpose  and  use  it  in  that  manner. 
But  in  the  general  operations  in  the 
great  corn-growing  areas  of  the  Nation, 
when  the  corn  is  grown  strictly  for  feed¬ 
ing  purposes,  we  should  encourage  the 
type  of  farming  which  puts  the  feed  into 
livestock  and  markets  the  product  in  the 
form  of  pork,  diary  products,  or  beef. 
No  one  will  deny  that  that  is  the  kind  of 
practice  we  wish  to  carry  out.  What  we 
are  trying  to  do  is  to  provide  for  sound 
conservation  practices  which  will  assure 
future  generations  fertile  lands  to  till. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
glad  to  yield  for  a  question,  but - 


Mr.  THYE.  Any  time  I  take  comes 
from  our  side,  and  then  the  Senator 
from  Florida  will  have  free  time  to  go  on 
with  his  speech. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator.  The  first  thing  I  wish 
to  say - 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
just  a  moment.  I  am  in  charge  of  the 
time,  and  I  should  like  to  know  where  we 
are.  Are  we  charging  it  up  thus  far  to  my 
good  friend  from  Florida?  I  am  willing 
to  yield  whatever  time  is  necessary  for 
the  presentation  of  the  senior  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  will  advise  that  the  Senator  from 
Florida  had  14  minutes  remaining.  At 
the  present  time  he  has  11  minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yielded  for  a  ques¬ 
tion,  and  I  expected  it  to  be  asked,  but 
I  had  to  call  a  halt  because  my  time  was 
ebbing  away.  I  called  my  distinguished 
friend’s  attention  to  the  fact  that  he  was 
using  my  time  without  asking  a  question. 

The  first  thing  I  should  like  to  call  to 
the  attention  of  my  friend  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Thye]  is  that  the  remarks 
he  has  made  with  reference  to  the  cot¬ 
ton  farmer  apply  to  the  small  cotton 
farmer.  They  do  not  apply  at  all  to  the 
great  cotton  farmers  of  the  Southwest, 
to  the  great  cotton  farmers  of  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  Delta,  and  many  other  cotton 
farmers  who  are  also  alined  with  ex¬ 
porters,  ginners,  processors,  and  others 
who  handle  large  stocks  of  cotton  from 
year  to  year.  Before  the  law  providing 
for  controls  was  passed  there  had  always 
been  a  very  heavy  carryover  of  cotton. 
Improvements  in  merchandising  on  the 
part  of  those  who  handle  our  cotton  crop 
have  improved  that  situation.  I  do  not 
think  I  need  to  remind  Senators  of  the 
tie-in  of  Anderson-Clayton  with  the 
great  cotton  production  of  this  country. 
Cotton  is  storable  indefinitely,  and  the 
cottonseed  meal,  cottonseed  oil,  and 
other  products  coming  from  it  are 
salable.  Once  the  cotton  is  ginned  those 
products  are  available  for  any  purpose 
for  which  they  may  be  used. 

Some  of  us  have  been  speaking  as  if 
we  are  not  concerned  about  corn,  as  if 
we  are  perfectly  willing  to  have  the 
corn  producers  overproduce.  They  can 
double,  triple,  or  quadruple  their  acreage, 
and,  apparently,  it  makes  no  difference 
to  our  friends  who  are  opposing  this 
particular  amendment.  That  is  one  of 
the  troubles  we  are  having  in  connection 
with  the  whole  program,  and  the  very 
figures  presented  by  my  distinguished 
friend  from  North  Dakota  show  that 
compliance  in  the  corn  industry  is  the 
worst  of  any  that  can  be  found. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  a  moment. 

•  I  wish  to  remind  Senators  that  com 
production  is  linked  inseparably  with 
barley,  oats,  rye,  and  other  grains.  The 
Senate  will  remember  that  last  year 
when  we  were  debating  the  bill  which 
was  then  before  the  Senate,  the  junior 
Senator  from  Minnesota  was  asking  a 
special  kind  of  consideration  for  and 
special  inclusion  in  the  law  of  small 
grains  because  they  should  be  given  the 
same  sort  of  treatment  which  was  given 
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corn  and  be  given  the  same  sort  of 
chance  to  prosper.  Those  of  us  who  were 
on  the  floor  during  that  long  debate  will 
remember  perfectly  well  that  that  was 
the  case. 

One  of  the  things  causing  the  most 
trouble  is  that  in  the  case  of  the  corn 
industry  the  violations  have  been  so  nu¬ 
merous,  the  impact  upon  the  use  of  small 
grains  has  been  so  violent,  and  the  im¬ 
pact  on  the  whole  picture  has  been 
so  great,  that  we  have  not  been  able  to 
bring  order  out  of  chaos. 

An  effort  is  being  made  to  remove  the 
only  chock  we  have  under  the  wheel  al¬ 
though  we  see  piling  up  in  ever  more 
mountainous  lots  corn  which  is  produced 
not  in  compliance  with  the  allotments 
made  by  a  generous  government  as  rep¬ 
resenting  production  to  which  the  corn 
farmer  is  entitled. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  got  to  get  down 
to  brass  tacks  and  decide  whether  we 
want  compliance  completely  or  whether 
we  do  not.  I  think  agriculture  must 
realize  that  if  it  continues  to  follow  this 
irresponsible  course,  if  distinguished 
Senators  continue  to  urge  this  path  of 
irresponsibility,  there  is  just  one  answer, 
and  that  is  the  loss  of  the  whole  very 
valuable  price-support  structure.  There 
is  no  way  to  escape  from  that. 

The  thing  we  must  do  is  to  find  out 
whether  the  average  decent  farmer  who 
will  comply  will  have  his  hands  upheld, 
or  whether  those  who  want  to  take  ad¬ 
vantage  of  others  are  going  to  be  en¬ 
couraged  in  their  ever-increasing  vio¬ 
lations  so  that  production  will  be  much 
in  excess  of  the  allotments. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  in 
spite  of  considerable  noncompliance  on 
the  part  of  corn  farmers,  there  is  little 
surplus  of  corn?  The  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  set  corn  supports  at  87  percent 
of  parity  for  1955  because  he  believed 
there  was  little  or  no  surplus.  I  think 
that  fact  belies  the  statement  made  by 
the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  dislike  to  disagree 
with  my  friend,  but  in  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  he  has  several 
times  called  attention  to  the  fact  that 
price  supports  on  small  grains  have  been 
reduced  unduly,  and  that  the  reason  for 
it  is  the  overproduction  of  corn. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  That  was  not  the 
reason. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  will,  of  course,  admit,  I 
feel  certain,  that  several  times  he  has 
called  attention  to  the  fact  that,  in  his 
judgment,  the  price  support  for  small 
grain  has  been  too  greatly  reduced. 

Mr.  CAFEHART.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  wish  to  read  a 
telegram  I  have  received  from  Mr.  Hassil 
E.  Schenck,  president  of  the  Indiana 
Farm  Bureau,  Inc.,  and  to  ask  the  able 
Senator  from  Florida  if  Hassil  Schenck 
has  an  understanding  of  his  amendment. 
Mr.  Schenck’s  telegram  reads : 

Senator  Holland  has  amendment  to  H.  R. 
1573  striking  section  348  of  1954  act  which 
denies  ACP  payment  to  anyone  knowingly 
harvesting  more  than  allotment.  Holland 


Is  proposing  amendment  to  retain  section  348 
but  modify  it  to  permit  harvesting  ( 1 )  wheat 
up  to  15  acres,  (2)  corn  for  silage,  (3)  pea¬ 
nuts  for  seed  for  hoggins-off — ■ 

Evidently  Mr.  Schenck  means  “feed  for 
hoggins-off.” 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  No;  “seed  for  hog¬ 
ging-off.” 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  continue: 

(4)  above  allotted  acres  on  basics  if  quotas 
voted  down.  Also  applicants  need  not  cer¬ 
tify  have  not  exceeded  allotments  in  areas 
where  allotments  not  applicable.  Would  ap¬ 
preciate  your  support  Holland  amendment. 

Hassil  E.  Schenck, 
President,  Indiana  Farm  Bureau,  Inc. 

Does  Mr.  Schenck  properly  describe 
the  Senator’s  amendment? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  He  does,  with  com¬ 
plete  propriety.  Also,  there  has  been 
one  more  factor  added  today,  of  par¬ 
ticular  value  in  areas  with  acreages  of 
wheat  produced  for  poultry  and  other 
feed,  completely  in  line  with  the  pur¬ 
poses  and  objectives  of  the  bill. 

While  I  do  not  know  the  gentleman 
who  signed  the  telegram,  he  certainly 
has  a  clear  understanding  of  what  is 
being  attempted. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  Schenck  is 
president  of  the  Indiana  Farm  Bureau, 
Inc.  t 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  do  not  happen  to 
know  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  As  I  understand, 
the  amendment  is  designed  to  aid  the 
small-size  farmer. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  my  judgment,  the 
amendment  removes  every  handicap 
that  could  have  been  imposed  upon  the 
small  farmer  by  the  strict  enforcement 
of  section  348. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Particularly  the 
marginal  farms. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  large  farms  and 
the  marginal  farms  are  included  in  the 
compliance.  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  will  be  one  who  will  say,  that 
when  we  have  a  system  such  as  this,  a 
farmer  who  does  not  comply,  is  not  en¬ 
titled  to  any  sympathy,  much  less  to  be 
accorded  aid  in  his  evasion  by  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  It  sounds  good  to 
me.  I  think  I  shall  vote  for  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
heard  this  afternoon  that  there  were  a 
million  violators  among  the  corn  grow¬ 
ers  last  year;  11,000  among  the  cotton 
growers,  and  more  than  30,000  among  the 
tobacco  growers.  But  if  the  violators 
among  the  wheat,  rice,  and  peanut  grow¬ 
ers  were  included,  there  would  probably 
be  a  million  and  a  half  violators  among 
the  3  million  commercial  producers  in 
this  country. 

If  50  percent  of  the  corn  growers  were 
violators,  it  is  a  fact  that  those  violators 
came  under  the  rigid  90  percent  support 
program,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  certainly  is. 

With  reference  to  the  tobacco  grow¬ 
ers,  because  I  do  not  think  they  should 
be  brought  into  the  picture,  the  larger 
part  of  their  noncompliance  was  in  the 
burley  field.  That  situation  has  been 
frankly  faced  by  the  Senators  who  rep¬ 
resent  the  States  where  that  kind  of  to¬ 
bacco  is  produced. 
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Last  year  Congress  was  asked  to  “up” 
the  penalty  to  50  percent,  as  I  recall,  and 
this  year  to  a  higher  percentage,  in  an 
effort  to  continue  to  bring  the  greater 
and  greater  pressure  toward  compliance. 

Shall  we  reverse  that  stand?  Shall  we 
reverse  that  kind  of  operation  by  reduc¬ 
ing  the  pressure  that  calls  for  compli¬ 
ance? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Is  it  not  also  true  that 
thousands  of  tobacco  growers  in  Mary¬ 
land  voted  last  year  against  the  control 
program? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  My  recollection  is 
that  in  Maryland,  compliance  as  to  that 
particular  variety  of  tobacco  was  re¬ 
jected. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Of  course,  those  farmers 
would  have  no  quotas  to  comply  with. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  coi-rect. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  me  2 
minutes? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  2  minutes 
to  the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  resent  the  statement 
by  the  Senator  from  Vermont  which 
questioned  the  figures  I  presented  this 
afternoon.  They  came  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  its  Secretary  is 
Ezra  T.  Benson.  They  are  authentic 
figures. 

Furthermore,  I  cannot  understand  the 
motives  of  those  who  are  sponsoring  the 
amendment.  If  they  really  want  to  at¬ 
tack  the  surplus  problem,  then  why  is 
it  that  they  have  offered  an  amendment 
which  would  take  care  of  most  of  the 
wheat  producers,  outside  of  the  estab¬ 
lished  wheat-producing  areas  while  pe¬ 
nalizing  the  corn  farmers? 

The  actual  fact  is  that  just  a  very 
few  of  the  leaders  of  the  American  Farm 
Bureau  Federation  never  have  thought 
much  of  the  soil  conservation  program 
known  as  ACP.  They  have  appeared 
every  year  to  reduce  the  appropriation 
for  that  program. 

I  know  of  no  better  way  in  which  to 
destroy  the  ACP  program  than  to  agree 
to  the  Holland  amendment.  I  think  the 
farmers  all  over  America  would  disagree 
almost  entirely  with  the  viewpoint  ex¬ 
pressed  today  by  the  four  Senators  who 
sponsored  the  amendment. 

I  think  it  is  rather  significant  that  the 
four  Senators  who  have  sponsored  the 
amendment  come  from  States  outside 
the  area  which  is  affected. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  me  5  minutes? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  5  minutes 
to  the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
North  Carolina. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  come 
from  a  State  which  has  more  farms  than 
has  any  other  State  in  the  Union.  Many 
persons  do  not  realize  that.  A  great 
number  of  those  farms  are  small  ones, 
as  the  allotments  on  the  various  crops 
will  show. 

North  Carolina  this  year,  I  regret  to 
add,  because  we  do  not  like  to  advertise 
ourselves  in  this  respect,  stands  44th 
among  the  States  in  income,  but  we 
stand  about  fourth  in  the  amount  paid 
to  the  Federal  Government  in  excise 
taxes. ' 
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Among  those  in  the  lower  income 
group,  most  of  them  are  in  the  farm 
group. 

The  amendment  under  consideration 
will  affect  approximately  109,000  farm 
people  in  91  counties.  I  should  like  to 
remind  the  Senate  that  North  Carolina 
has  had  3  severe  drought  years.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  we  experienced  Hurricane  Hazel, 
which  was  the  worst  hurricane  we  have 
known  in  our  lifetime. 

Furthermore,  we  have  sustained  the 
most  severe  late  spring  freeze  we  have 
ever  had.  I  had  the  opportunity  to  be 
in  the  Carolinas  early  this  morning.  I 
saw  wheat  and  barley  which  were  dam¬ 
aged.  But  I  saw  the  farmers  cutting  hay 
and  going  ahead,  doing  the  best  they 
could.  I  saw  whole  fields  of  barley 
which  were  damaged. 

By  daylight  early  this  morning,  I  saw 
people  working  in  the  tobacco  fields, 
trying  to  make  the  best  of  an  extremely 
bad  situation. 

I  see  no  reason  why  ACP  payments 
should  be  tied  to  crop  compliance.  There 
is  no  relationship.  We  are  but  the  ten¬ 
ants  of  the  Almighty.  We  are  charged 
with  the  responsibility  of  determining 
how  we  shall  use  land  which  the  Lord  has 
given  us  to  work  with.  We  are  doing  the 
best  we  can.  We  need  no  handicaps. 

I  am  reminded  of  the  story  of  a  man 
who  met  a  neighbor  across  a  rail  fence. 
The  first  man  saw  an  animal  disappear 
into  the  ground,  and  he  went  after  it. 
The  neighbor,  coming  up  to  him,  said: 

“John,  that  is  nothing  but  a  ground¬ 
hog.  You  don’t  eat  groundhogs,  do  you?’’ 

The  first  man  said,  “No;  but  we  need 
meat  at  our  house,  and  I  am  glad  to 
have  the  meat.” 

That  is  the  situation  we  are  in.  We 
do  not  need  the  helping  hand  of  the 
Government  in  the  way  in  which  it  is 
said  the  amendment  would  help. 

ACP  payments  should  not  be  in  any 
way  tied  in  with  compliance  with  the 
crop-control  program  in  one  way  or 
another,  especially  when  it  gives  advan¬ 
tages  to  peanut  growers  in  some  States, 
but  penalizes  the  corn  growers  in  about 
25  counties  in  my  State  simply  because 
they  follow  exactly  the  same  principle 
which  is  carried  out  in  the  contingent- 
feed  programs. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record  a  statement  I  have  prepared 
on  the  subject.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Scott 

Most  of  the  opposition  that  has  been  ex¬ 
pressed  to  H.  R.  1573  is  based  on  the  argu¬ 
ment  that  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1933  discourages  farmers 
from  overplanting  acreage  allotments. 

It  is  argued  that  if  farmers  are  deprived 
of  their  ACP  payments  for  overplanting  allot¬ 
ments,  then  the  end  result  will  be  that  farm¬ 
ers  will  plant  within  their  allotments. 

It  is  also  argued  that  this  has  been  the  case 
in  respect  to  cotton.  Since  1938  farmers  who 
overplanted  their  cotton  allotments  have  lost 
ACP  payments. 

In  respect  to  cotton  there  are  a  few  facts 
that  should  be  brought  out.  Cotton  acreage 
allotments  were  in  effect  from  1938  through 


1942 — a  period  of  5  years.  Then  there  were 
no  cotton  acreage  allotments  again  until  1950, 
a  period  of  7  years.  There  were  acreage  al¬ 
lotments  on  cotton  in  1950  and  1951.  Then 
came  another  period  of  2  years,  1952  and  1953, 
when  there  were  no  cotton  allotments  in 
force.  Cotton  allotments  were  restored  in 
1954  and  are  again  in  effect  for  this  crop 
year. 

Consequently,  in  using  cotton  as  an  ex¬ 
ample,  it  must  be  taken  into  consideration 
that  cotton  acreage  allotments  have  been  in 
effect  only  4-crop  years  since  1942,  a  period 
of  13  years.  On  the  basis  of  these  facts  it 
makes  it  impossible  to  get  a  clear  picture  on 
just  what  effects  overplanting  cotton  have 
on  the  ACP  payments. 

On  the  basis  of  information  from  Agricul¬ 
tural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  officials 
in  North  Carolina  it  is  found  that  23  North 
Carolina  counties  are  classified  as  commer¬ 
cial  corn  counties.  In  these  23  counties 
there  are  54,000  farms  that  produce  corn. 
In  all  there  are  240,000  farms  in  North  Caro¬ 
lina  and  almost  without  exception,  each  one 
of  these  farms  produces  corn  for  one  pur¬ 
pose  or  another.  On  a  vast  majority  of 
farms  in  North  Carolina  corn  is  produced 
solely  for  livestock  feeding  purposes.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  ASC  officials  very  little  corn  is  sold 
in  the  commercial  market.  In  most  cases  the 
corn  is  harvested  in  the  fall  of  the  year,  then 
stored  for  use  as  livestock  feed  through  the 
winter  months.  In  other  cases  corn  is 
hogged-off.  This  is  largely  true  in  the  east¬ 
ern  counties  of  the  State  where  most  of  the 
swine  is  produced.  The  State  produces  about 
60-million  swine  a  year  and  a  large  percent¬ 
age  of  the  corn  production  goes  into  feeding 
these  hogs. 

If  the  amendment  proposed  by  Senator 
Holland  is  passed,  it  will  mean  that  and 
farmer  in  the  commercial  corn  counties  who 
overplants  his  corn  allotment  regardless  of 
what  he  uses  the  corn  for — will  lose  his 
ACP  payments.  Farmers  who  are  outside 
the  commercial  corn  counties  can  plant  all 
the  corn  they  please  and  still  get  their  ACP 
payments.  This  is  gross  injustice.  It  means 
simply  this: 

A  man  in  a  commercial  corn  county  with 
a  10-acre  allotment  of  corn  could  plant  11 
acres  and  lose  his  ACP  payments.  The  man 
on  the  adjoining  farm,  if  he  is  outside  the 
commercial  belt,  can  plant  a  thousand  acres 
of  corn  if  he  so  pleases  and  still  get  his  ACP 
payment.  Situations  of  this  sort  would 
exist  all  over  the  State  if  the  Holland  amend¬ 
ment  becomes  law. 

As  for  wheat,  most  of  this  production  in 
North  Carolina  is  for  home  consumption, 
and  95  percent  of  the  wheat  farms  in  North 
Carolina  grow  less  than  15  acres  of  wheat. 
In  all  there  are  53,000  wheat  farms  in  North 
Carolina  with  wheat  acreage  allotments  in 
98  counties.  In  most  cases  wheat  is  grown 
for  hay  and  milled  for  livestock  feed  and 
home  consumption.  The  majority  of  the 
wheat  growers  of  North  Carolina  are  in  the 
5-acre  bracket.  They  grow  a  few  acres  of 
wheat  and  have  it  ground  and  mixed  at  the 
milling  plants  for  winter  livestock  and  poul¬ 
try  feeds.  Under  the  Holland  amendment 
wheat  farmers  would  be  allowed  to  harvest 
up  to  15  acres  of  wheat — if  their  allotment  is 
anywhere  under  15  acres — without  losing 
their  ACP  payments. 

In  practice  the  amendment  would  have 
this  effect: 

A  farmer  with  a  5-acre  wheat  allotment 
could  harvest  up  to  15  acres  of  wheat — 
planting  10  acres  above  his  allotment — and 
still  get  his  ACP  payments.  This  same 
farmer,  if  he  has  a  corn  allotment  and  is  in 
a  commercial  corn  county,  will  lose  his  ACP 
payments  if  he  plants  any  corn  over  his  allot¬ 
ment.  It  would  simply  mean  that  a  farmer 
could  grow  wheat  above  his  allotment  for 
livestock  feed  and  home  consumption  with¬ 
out  being  penalized  while  he  would  not  be 
able  to  grow  corn  above  his  allotment.  He 
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would  be  penalized  for  overplanting  corn, 
but  he  would  be  within  the  law  for  over¬ 
planting  wheat. 

In  the  case  of  a  farmer  who  has  50  hogs 
and  raises  corn  above  his  corn  allotment  to 
feed  these  hogs,  the  Holland  amendment 
would  require  him  to  purchase  corn  in  the 
commercial  market  if  he  continued  to  re¬ 
ceive  ACP  payments.  A  farmer  who  gets, 
for  example,  $75  a  year  in  ACP  payments  and 
would  have  to  purchase  $200  worth  of  corn 
to  feed  his  hogs  through  the  winter,  would 
have  no  other  financial  choice  than  to  for¬ 
go  his  ACP  payments  and  raise  the  neces¬ 
sary  corn  to  feed  the  hogs. 

In  North  Carolina  particularly,  as  a  result 
of  the  drought,  Hurricane  Hazel  and  the 
recent  freeze,  many  farmers  are  being  forced 
to  diversify  their  operations.  If  a  farmer 
has  never  raised  hogs  before  and  decides  to 
do  so  this  year,  and  wants  to  plant  corn 
to  feed  them,  then  he  may  find  himself 
ineligible  to  take  part  in  the  ACP  projects. 
Consequently,  if  the  Holland  amendment 
becomes  law,  it  is  conceivable  that  many, 
many  farmers  not  only  in  North  Carolina  but 
throughout  the  country  will  find  themselves 
handicapped  in  going  into  swine  or  livestock 
production  as  a  means  of  replacing  income 
that  they  have  lost  as  a  result  of  drought 
and  other  weather  conditions. 

If  there  is  a  real  desire  to  reduce  the  over¬ 
planting  of  acreage  allotments  in  corn  and 
grain,  then  there  is  a  much  more  effective 
way  to  go  about  it  than  the  means  proposed 
in  the  Holland  amendment. 

Take  tobacco  for  example: 

As  a  result  of  recent  legislation,  tobacco 
farmers  who  overplant  their  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  this  year  will  have  to  pay  a  penalty 
of  75  percent  of  the  parity  support  price  on 
the  tobacco  that  they  produce  above  their 
allotment.  In  practice  this  means  that  a 
farmer  must  pay  40  cents  per  pound  penalty 
on  tobacco  he  produces  over  his  allotment. 
When  the  average  market  price  of  tobacco  is 
between  55  and  60  cents  a  pound — as  it  was 
last  year — then  a  farmer  cannot  afford  to 
pay  40  cents  a  pound  penalty  on  that  tobacco 
he  produces  over  his  allotment.  If  there  is 
any  way  to  keep  a  farmer  from  producing 
above  his  allotment  then  such  a  penalty  as 
this  is  the  way  to  do  it. 

In  the  case  of  cotton  there  is  a  stiff  pen¬ 
alty,  but  it  is  not  as  rigorous  as  that  on  to¬ 
bacco.  Farmers  are  required  to  pay  50  per¬ 
cent  of  the  parity  loan  rate  on  all  cotton  they 
produce  over  their  allotment.  In  practice 
this  means  that  a  farmer  must  pay  16  cents 
per  pound  penalty  on  all  cotton  he  produces 
over  his  allotment  if  the  support  price  is  32 
cents  a  pound. 

If  there  is  any  one  reason  for  cotton  farm¬ 
ers  staying  within  their  acreage  allotments, 
the  penalty  provision  of  the  law  is  the  rea¬ 
son — not  the  loss  of  ACP  payments. 

If  there  is  a  real  desire  to  keep  farmers 
from  overplanting  corn  and  wheat  allot¬ 
ments,  then  the  proper  and  effective  way  to 
go  about  it  is  working  out  a  penalty  program 
that  is  stiff  enough  to  force  farmers  to  lose 
money  on  the  wheat  and  corn  they  sell  above 
their  allotments. 

In  the  case  of  wheat  the  current  penalty  is 
about  $1.12  a  bushel.  In  the  case  of  com 
there  is  no  penalty  because  of  the  fact  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  not  declared 
marketing  quotas  for  corn. 

The  effect  of  section  348  as  it  now  reads  can 
be  seen  in  the  following  figures  by  North 
Carolina  ASC  officials: 

At  this  time  last  year  about  25  percent  of 
the  farmers  in  the  commercial  corn  area  of 
North  Carolina  had  made  application  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  AC?  program.  This  year  so 
far  only  about  6  percent  of  the  farmers  in  the 
same  area  have  made  applications  to  take 
part  in  the  program.  This  means  that  75 
percent  of  the  farmers  in  the  affected  areas 
who  took  part  in  the  soil  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  last  year  have  abandoned  plans  to  do  so 
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this  year.  The  reason  is  clear.  The  farmers 
in  this  area  must  have  feed  for  their  own  live¬ 
stock,  and  they  will  continue  to  grow  their 
livestock  feed,  even  if  it  means  losing  their 
ACP  payments.  Consequently,  section  348 
has  not  kept  the  farmers  in  these  areas  from 
overplanting.  They  have  been  overplanting 
in  past  years,  and  they  will  continue  to  plant 
to  fill  their  needs.  It  does  mean,  however, 
that  they  are  being  forced  out  of  the  soil 
conservation  program. 

The  soil  conservation  program  is  reaching 
only  about  50  percent  of  the  farmers  in 
North  Carolina  now  that  it  reached  only  2 
years  ago.  Because  of  the  new  regulations 
and  changes  in  the  program,  only  about 
60,000  North  Carolina  farmers  took  part  in 
the  soil  conservation  program  in  1954.  In 
1953,  112,000  North  Carolina  farmers  took 
part  in  the  program.  In  1952  the  number 
was  even  larger. 

Thus,  the  trend  is  toward  fewer  farmers 
taking  part  in  soil  conservation.  Instead  of 
increasing  the  number  of  farmers  who  are 
taking  part  in  the  ACP,  we  are  losing  them 
year  by  year.  If  the  Holland  amendment  be¬ 
comes  law,  we  will  lose  even  more. 

If  the  trend  continues  and  steps  are  not 
taken  to  bring  more  farmers  into  the  ACP, 
then  the  entire  program  could  well  die  on 
the  vine. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
now  yield  to  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  Minnesota.  How  much  time  does 
the  Senator  desire  to  have? 

Mr.  THYE.  I  do  not  think  I  will  take 
more  than  3  minutes,  or  thereabouts. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  am  hold¬ 
ing  in  my  hand  the  report  on  H.  R.  1573, 
calendar  No.  218.  On  page  2  of  the  re¬ 
port  there  appears  a  letter  addressed  to 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellen¬ 
der].  In  the  letter  will  be  found  vari¬ 
ous  places  where  the  Under  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  refers  to  the  particular 
amendment  before  the  Senate,  but  the 
most  interesting  and  striking  sentence 
of  the  letter  of  Under  Secretary  True  D. 
Morse  is: 

Elimination  of  this  entire  requirement  of 
eligibility  is  desirable.  Its  repeal  would  not 
require  additional  appropriations. 

Sincerely  yours, 

True  D.  Morse, 

Under  Secretary. 

The  letter  is  dated  February  9,  1955. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  the 
entire  letter  of  Under  Secretary  True 
D.  Morse  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  as  a  part  of  my  remarks,  because 
there  have  been  so  many  statements 
made  to  the  effect  that  we  who  are 
opposed  to  the  amendment  are  trying 
to  destroy  some  phase  of  the  farm 
program. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Department  op  Agriculture, 
Washington,  February  9,  1955. 
Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  United  States  Senate. 
Dear  senator  Ellender:  This  is  in  par¬ 
tial  reply  to  your  letter  of  January  19,  1955, 
requesting  reports  on  certain  bills  relating  to 
agriculture.  We  are  herein  reporting  on  S. 
494,  S.  517,  and  S.  532.  These  bill  are  iden¬ 
tical  and  would  repeal  section  348  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended.  This  section  which  was  amended 
by  section  311  of  Public  Law  690,  83d  Con¬ 


gress,  provides  that  any  person  who  know¬ 
ingly  harvests  any  basic  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  on  his  farm,  which  has  been  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  in  excess  of 
the  farm  acreage  allotment,  shall  not  be 
eligible  for  any  ACP  payment.  All  persons 
applying  for  any  ACP  payment  are  re¬ 
quired  to  file  with  the  application,  a  state¬ 
ment  of  facts  showing  eligibility  under  this 
provision. 

The  Department  approves  of  this  proposed 
legislation.  At  present  the  only  ACP  pay¬ 
ments  made  are  for  cost-sharing  with  re¬ 
spect  to  conservation  practices  carried  out 
on  farms,  and  these  payments  represent  only 
a  share  of  the  cost  of  performing  the  conser¬ 
vation  measure.  There  was  a  direct  rela¬ 
tionship  between  acreage  allotments  and  a 
portion  of  the  payments  made  under  the 
Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment 
Act,  prior  to  1944,  but  it  no  longer  exists. 
Also,  the  present  average  ACP  amount  of 
cost-sharing  of  less  than  $100  is  not  large 
enough  to  be  a  strong  incentive  for  farm¬ 
ers  to  comply  with  acreage  allotments. 

The  principal  effect  of  this  restriction  on 
ACP  assistance  will  be  to  discourage  con¬ 
servation  on  family-type  farms.  Since  it 
is  expected  that  most  farmers  will  comply 
with  marketing  quota  provisions,  the  eli¬ 
gibility  requirement  of  section  348  will  affect 
principally  farmers  with  corn  allotments  and 
farmers  with  less  than  15-acre  wheat  allot¬ 
ments.  Under  marketing  quota  require¬ 
ments  a  farmer  with  a  wheat  allotment  less 
than  15  acres  is  permitted  to  grow  and 
harvest  15  acres  of  wheat  without  incurring 
a  marketing  quota  penalty.  This  exemption, 
however,  does  not  apply  to  the  ACP  eligibility 
requirement  of  section  348. 

Based  on  past  experience  it  is  estimated 
that  there  will  be  about  750,000  farms  with 
a  1955  wheat  acreage  allotment  of  less  than 
15  acres.  A  high  percentage  of  these  farms 
is  expected  to  take  advantage  of  the 
15 -acre  limit  and  thereby  become  ineligible 
for  1955  ACP  assistance.  It  is  estimated 
that  there  will  be  1,600,000  farms  with  a 
1955  corn  allotment.  Based  on  the  compli¬ 
ance  obtained  in  1954  it  is  likely  that  up  to 
60  percent,  or  almost  1  million  farms,  will 
have  excess  corn  acreage  in  1955  which  would 
make  them  ineligible  for  1955  ACP  payments. 
Even  though  some  farms  with  small  wheat 
allotments  also  grow  corn  and  would  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  both  of  the  foregoing  estimates, 
it  is  likely  that  substantially  more  than  1 
million  farms  would  not  be  eligible  for  ACP 
payments,  due  to  the  provisions  of  section 
348. 

Elimination  of  this  entire  requirement  of 
eligibility  is  desirable.  Its  repeal  would  not 
require  additional  appropriations. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of 
this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 

True  D.  Morse, 

Under  Secretary. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  on  page 
3  of  the  report  appears  another  letter 
addressed  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender].  It  is  dated  March  10, 
1955,  and  is  signed  by  Earl  L.  Butz,  Act¬ 
ing  Secretary.  Let  me  read  one  sen¬ 
tence  : 

With  respect  to  the  effect  of  this  bill  on 
section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  this  Department  recommends 
that  the  entire  section  348  be  repealed.  The 
proposed  bill  would  repeal  only  that  part  of 
the  section  which  was  added  by  Public  Law 
690,  83d  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  can  you  imagine  what 
we  are  arguing  about,  when  True  D. 
Morse,  the  Under  Secretary,  proposes 
and  advocates  the  repeal  of  section  348, 


and  when  the  Acting  Under  Secretary, 
Earl  L.  Butz,  proposes  its  repeal?  I 
think  that  in  itself  should  eliminate  any 
question  as  to  whether  I  am  right  when 
I  urge  the  repeal  of  this  particular  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  law,  or  whether  the  proposal 
to  modify  a  provision  of  law  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  wants  stricken  out 
entirely  is  sound. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  entire  letter  of 
March  10,  1955,  addressed  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  and 
signed  by  Mr.  Earl  L.  Butz,  Acting  Secre¬ 
tary,  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Department  op  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  March  10, 1955. 
Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender:  This  is  in  reply 
to  your  request  of  January  12,  1955,  for  a 
report  on  S.  139,  a  bill  to  repeal  the  amend¬ 
ments  to  sections  348  and  374  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  which  were 
made  by  section  311  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  August  28,  1954  (Public  Law  690,  83d 
Cong.). 

With  respect  to  the  effect  of  this  bill  on 
section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  this  Department  recommends 
that  the  entire  section  348  be  repealed.  The 
proposed  bill  would  repeal  only  that  part 
of  the  section  which  was  added  by  Public 
Law  690,  83d  Congress.  If  S.  139  is  enacted, 
the  provision  that  a  person  comply  with  his 
cotton  acreage  allotment  would  remain  in 
effect.  It  is  the  view  of  this  Department 
that  ACP’s  eligibility  should  not  be  condi¬ 
tioned  on  compliance  with  any  of  the  acre¬ 
age  allotments.  The  principal  effect  of  such 
restrictions  is  to  discourage  the  carrying  out 
of  needed  conservation  work.  This  Depart¬ 
ment  therefore  favors  the  elimination  of  the 
entire  eligibility  requirement  imposed  by 
section  348  rather  than  elimination  of  the 
requirement  for  only  a  part  of  the  crops 
with  acreage  allotments.  More  details  of 
our  recomendatlon  are  contained  in  our  re¬ 
port  to  you  wtih  respect  to  S.  494,  S.  517, 
and  S.  532. 

The  Department  recommends  against  the 
provision  of  S.  139  which  would  repeal  the 
1954  amendment  to  section  374  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938.  That 
amendment  directed  the  Secretary  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  method  by  which  a  farmer  who  over¬ 
plants  any  basic  crop  allotment  may  adjust 
the  planted  acreage  to  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment.  S.  139  would  restore,  in  place  of  this 
provision,  the  last  sentence  of  section  374 
( b )  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  which  was  similarly  worded 
except  that  it  applied  only  to  cotton. 

Since  the  passage  of  Public  Law  690, 
farmers  have  been  expecting  to  be  permitted 
to  adjust  their  planted  acreage  to  come 
within  the  allotment  on  each  basic  crop  if 
they  so  desired.  To  change  at  this  time, 
with  respect  to  the  1955  crop,  would  lead  to 
much  dissatisfaction,  misunderstanding,  and 
administrative  difficulty  in  connection  with 
some  crops,  particularly  corn  and  rice. 

The  Department  believes  that  the  pro¬ 
vision  for  adjusting  the  planted  acreage  to 
the  allotment  should  be  applicable  equally 
to  all  the  basic  commodities.  In  our  opinion 
the  provision  in  the  present  law  should  be 
retained. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of 
this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Earl  L.  Butz, 

,  Acting  Secretary. 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President.  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
farmers  of  New  York  State  do  not  raise 
a  great  quantity  of  grain,  since  New  York 
is  primarily  a  dairy  State,  but  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  grain  which  they  do  raise, 
they  are  not  at  all  interested  in  support 
prices,  since  they  sell  virtually  none  of 
their  grain  in  the  market. 

The  grain  which  the  farmers  of  New 
York  raise  is  fed  to  poultry  and  other 
animals  on  the  farms.  The  farmers  have 
no  interest  whatsoever  in  price  supports, 
but  they  have  a  very  vital  interest  in 
soil  conservation. 

Soil  conservation  is  practiced,  and  has 
been  for  a  number  of  years,  to  the  great 
advantage  of  the  farms  and  the  rural 
areas  of  the  State.  Within  my  lifetime 
I  have  personally  seen  the  tremendously 
beneficial  effect  that  soil  conservation 
and  reforestation  have  had  on  the  farms 
and  countryside  of  my  State. 

I  do  not  want  to  see  anything  done 
which  would  take  from  the  farmers  of 
my  State  the  benefits  of  soil  conserva¬ 
tion,  in  which  they  are  deeply  interested, 
as  are  the  farmers,  I  believe,  in  almost 
all  other  States. 

Because  of  that  fact,  I  shall  vote 
against  the  Holland  amendment. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
received  scores  of  telegrams  from  farm¬ 
ers  and  from  social  clubs,  all  opposed  to 
the  Holland  amendment.  More  partic¬ 
ularly,  the  telegrams  have  made  the 
prediction  that  we  are  due,  either  this 
year  or  next  year,  to  have  another  dust- 
bowl  area.  Therefore,  they,  as  well  as 
businessmen,  are  interested  in  seeing 
that  the  soil  conservation  program  is 
maintained. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  we  can  bring  the  debate  to  a  con¬ 
clusion  with  a  few  final  observations  I 
should  like  to  make.  The  points  have 
been  made  in  substance,  by  those  who 
have  participated  in  the  debate.  I  am 
particularly  grateful  for  the  arguments 
made  here  by  the  junior  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young],  the  senior 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.' 
Langer],  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Lehman],  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Scott],  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Thurmond],  and 
other  Senators  who  have  expressed  their 
views.  I  desire  to  leave  none  out.  I 
think  they  have  stated  the  case  clearly. 

One  claim  the  Holland  amendment 
proposal  advocates  take  unto  themselves 
as  conclusive  evidence  in  favor  of  the 
adoption  of  the  proposal,  is  that  when 
there  is  overproduction  there  must  be 
penalty  provisions  to  keep  farmers  in  line 
so  that  they  will  not  violate  acreage 
allotments. 

The  interesting  point  was  made  this 
afternoon  that  the  greatest  amount  of 
overproduction  is  in  wheat,  and  it  is  the 
one  commodity  which  the  Holland 
amendment  eliminates.  I  think  the 
principle  of  divide  and  conquer  has  been 


used.  That  is,  a  special  exemption  has 
been  made  as  to  wheat  farmers,  and 
wheat  is  a  commodity  of  which  there  are 
surpluses,  and  no  exemption,  which  is 
meaningful,  has  been  made  with  respect 
to  corn,  of  which  commodity  there  are 
no  surpluses,  or  small  surpluses. 

I  say  the  Holland  amendment,  instead 
of  controlling  production,  would  encour¬ 
age  it,  and  at  the  same  time  would  do 
damage  to  soil  conservation. 

I  have  heard  further  comment  today 
that  farmers  ought  to  comply.  Of 
course,  farmers  ought  to  comply,  if  they 
can  make  a  living;  but  one  reason  why 
farmers  have  not  complied  with  acreage 
allotments  is  the  high  cost  of  farm  op¬ 
eration  and  the  reduced  income  from 
farm  production. 

It  is  perfectly  true  that  the  factor 
which  is  most  controlling  to  a  farmer  is 
his  personal  economic  situation.  There¬ 
fore,  many  fanners  have  not  complied 
with  acreage  alloaments  because  they 
were  not  designed  to  benefit  him  or  his 
family;  nor  did  compliance  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  him  to  pay  his  bills. 

I  think  it  is  most  important  that  those 
who  have  complied  with  the  acreage  al¬ 
lotment  laws  are  those  who  are  basically 
feeders,  who  are  using  their  corn  or 
grain  for  feed,  and  not  for  commercial 
uses  in  the  normal  channels  of  trade. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  has  em¬ 
phasized  the  fact  that  the  growers  of 
cotton  are  in  compliance.  I  think  we 
owe  a  great  deal  of  gratitude  to  the  cot¬ 
ton  farmers.  In  fact,  if  it  were  not  for 
them  we  would  not  have  had  the  price 
support  program.  They  led  the  way  and 
pointed  the  way.  They  not  only  have 
acreage  allotments,  but  marketing 
quotas. 

As  has  been  stated  on  the  floor,  when 
there  are  in  effect  both  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  and  marketing  quotas,  compli¬ 
ance  is  enforceable.  Farmers  do  not  eat 
or  feed  cotton;  therefore,  the  tempta¬ 
tion  or  the  necessity  for  going  beyond  the 
acreage  allotment  is  not  present. 

We  have  been  accused  of  following  an 
irresponsible  path  by  proposing  repeal  of 
section  348.  I  listened  attentively  as  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Florida  said 
that  those  who  oppose  the  repeal  of  sec¬ 
tion  348  are  following  an  irresponsible 
path.  The  distinguished  Senator  surely 
includes  a  great  many  people.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  and  the  whole  De-1 
partment  are  recommending  the  repeal 
of  section  348.  The  committee  heard  two 
witnesses  who  were  sent  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  and  who  recom¬ 
mended  the  repeal  of  the  section. 

Mr.  President,  Representative  Hope, 
of  Kansas,  a  Republican  Representative, 
and  an  ardent  champion  of  agriculture, 
is  the  author  of  the  bill,  now  before  us, 
to  repeal  section  348.  The  National 
Grange,  one  of  the  truly  great  farm  or¬ 
ganizations  of  the  Nation,  has  recom¬ 
mended  the  repeal  of  section  348;  and 
the  Iowa  Farm  Bureau  has  also  recom¬ 
mended  the  repeal  of  section  348.  I  do 
not  believe  that  these  great  and  steadfast 
people  are  following  an  irresponsible 
course  of  action. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  let  me  say  that 
during  the  debate  today  I  have  heard  it 
said  again  and  again  that  in  favoring  the 


repeal  of  section  348,  we  favor  a  course 
of  action  which  would  promote  law  vio¬ 
lation.  It  is  interesting  to  me  to  note 
that  the  substitute  proposal  is  not  only 
one  which  would  not  require  compliance, 
but  that  it  has  been  amended  a  little  so 
as  to  say,  in  effect,  “Do  not  comply  oc¬ 
casionally.”  In  other  words,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  is  opposed  to  sin  on 
Monday,  Tuesday,  Wednesday,  and 
Thursday;  he  skips  Friday;  but  he  is  in 
favor  of  sin  on  Saturday  and  Sunday, 
because  the  Senator  from  Florida  would 
permit  escape  for  corn  for  ensilage  pur¬ 
poses  and  for  peanuts  and  for  wheat.  He 
would  provide  all  kinds  of  escape 
hatches;  but  the  trouble  is  that  the  es¬ 
cape  hatches  he  would  provide,  and 
which  would  permit  this  economic  sin 
to  occur,  do  not  help  the  people  who  need 
to  be  helped  to  escape.  The  escape 
hatches  the  Senator  from  Florida  would 
provide  do  not  provide  for  soil  conserva¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  I  conclude  my  argu¬ 
ment  by  saying  that  if  we  need  more  law 
on  the  statute  books,  so  as  to  have  acre¬ 
age  allotments  enforced  or  so  as  to  re¬ 
sult  in  compliance  with  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  or  marketing  quotas,  then  let  us 
write  such  a  law,  just  as  we  did  in  the 
case  of  certain  kinds  of  tobacco.  We  did 
not  say  that  the  way  to  get  the  tobacco 
farmer  to  comply  was  to  double  the 
penalty,  in  terms  of  a  denial  of  soil-con¬ 
servation  payments.  If  we  need  more 
law,  in  order  to  compel  the  farmers  to 
obey  and  to  comply  with  the  acreage 
allotments  and  the  marketing  quotas, 
then  let  us  write  such  a  law.  But  let  us 
not  use  the  constructive,  positive,  pro¬ 
gressive  program  of  soil  conservation  as 
a  stick  or  club  or  punitive  measure  to 
enforce  a  law  which  relates  to  price  sup¬ 
ports  and  crop  loans. 

Mr.  President,  the  great  tragedy  in  this 
debate,  if  it  can  be  termed  such,  is  that 
some  Senators  are  trying  to  use  the  soil- 
conservation  payment  program  as  a 
weapon  or  a  club  with  which  to  enforce 
acreage  and  marketing  quotas  in  the 
price-support  program.  However,  soil 
conservation  and  the  price  support  pro¬ 
gram  are  not  tied  together. 

Mr.  President,  I  repeat  that  if  we  never 
had  a  price-support  program  on  the 
statute  books,  we  would  still  need  soil- 
conservation  payments.  I  regret  to  see 
Senators  who  have  done  so  much  for 
agriculture  mislead  themselves  and  at¬ 
tempt  to  mislead  others  by  advocating  a 
proposal  which  would  weaken  the  soil- 
conservation  payment  program,  which 
has  constituted  a  great  forward  move¬ 
ment  in  the  effort  to  provide  a  construc¬ 
tive  policy  with  respect  to  the  use  and 
production  of  the  great  land  resources  of 
the  Nation. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  time  available  to  me. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  will  join  me  in  requesting  the  yeas 
and  nays  on  the  question  of  agreeing  to 
my  amendment. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  time  available  to  me; 
and,  following  a  quorum  call,  I  shall  sug¬ 
gest  that  the  Senator  from  Florida  and 
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I  join  in  requesting  the  yeas  and  nays 
on  the  question  of  agreeing  to  his  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  let  us 
make  that  request  now. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Very  well.  Mr. 
President,  on  the  question  of  agreeing 
to  the  Holland  amendment,  I  request  the 
yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Has  all  the  time 
under  the  unanimous-consent  agreement 
been  yielded  back? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
available  to  the  proponents  of  the 
amendment  has  been  completely  used; 
and  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has  just 
yielded  back  the  remainder  of  the  time 
available  to  him. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
now  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment,  as  modified,  submitted  by 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol¬ 
land]  ,  on  behalf  of  himself,  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  and 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Watkins]. 

On  this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered;  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Kefauver],  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Murray],  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney],  and  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Smatiiers]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Kennedy]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  because  of  illness. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smath- 
ers].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming  would  vote  “Nay” 
and  the  Senator  from  Florida  would  vote 
“Yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Kennedy]  is  paired-  with  the  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray]. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  would  vote  “Yea” 
and  the  Senator  from  Montana  would 
vote  “Nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Beall],  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Flanders],  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Jenner],  and  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Wiley]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senators  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Duff  and  Mr.  Martin]  and  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  Welker]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 


If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Beall]  and  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Flanders] 
would  each  vote  “Yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  35, 


nays  49,  as 

follows: 

YEAS— 35 

Aiken 

Frear 

Payne 

Allott 

Goldwater 

Potter 

Anderson 

Gore 

Purtell 

Barrett 

Hickenlooper 

Robertson 

Bennett 

Holland 

Saltonstall 

Bridges 

Ives 

Schoeppel 

Bush 

Jackson 

Smith,  Maine 

Byrd 

Knowland 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Capehart 

Kuchel 

Stennis 

Case,  N.  J. 

Martin,  Iowa 

Watkins 

Chavez 

Millikin 

Williams 

Cotton 

Pastore 

NAYS— 49 

Barkley 

George 

McCarthy 

Bender 

Green 

McClellan 

Bible 

Hayden 

McNamara 

Bricker 

Hennings 

Monroney 

Butler 

Hill 

Morse 

Carlson 

Hruska 

Mundt 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Humphrey 

Neely 

Clements 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Neuberger 

Curtis 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Russell 

Daniel 

Kerr 

Scott 

Dirksen 

Kilgore 

Sparkman 

Douglas 

Langer 

Symington 

Dworshak 

Lehman 

Thurmond 

Eastland 

Long 

Thye 

Ellender 

Magnuson 

Young 

Ervin 

Malone 

Fulbright 

Mansfield 

NOT  VOTING— 

•12 

Beall 

Kefauver 

O'Mahoney 

Duff 

Kennedy 

Smathers 

Flanders 

Martin,  Pa. 

Welker 

Jenner 

Murray 

Wiley 

So  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute,  as  modified,  offered  by  Mr. 
Holland,  for  himself  and  other  Senators, 
was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
be  no  amendment  to  be  offered,  the 
question  is  on  the  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are  the 
Senators  in  control  of  the  time  for  de¬ 
bate  prepared  to  yield  back  the  time  on 
the  bill? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  back  my  time  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  my  time  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  re¬ 
maining  time  for  debate  has  expired. 
The  question  is  on  the  final  passage  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  (H.  R.  1573)  was  passed. 


ORDER  FOR  RECESS  TO  THURSDAY 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  when 
the  Senate  has  concluded  its  business 
today,  it  stand  in  recess  until  next 
Thursday  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


THE  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  BILL 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  editorials  pub¬ 
lished  in  various  newspapers  throughout 
the  country  dealing  with  the  President’s 
road  plan. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editor¬ 
ials  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 


[From  the  Nashville  (Tenn.)  Morning  Ten¬ 
nessean  of  January  19,  1955] 

Mr.  Byrd  Hits  Sham  Road  Plan 
“Thoroughly  unsound”  was  Senator  Has 
F.  Byrd’s  verdict  on  the  multi-billion-c 
highway  program  formally  proposed  to 
ident  Eisenhower  last  week  by  his  advisory 
committee  for  a  national  highway  plan. 

The  contemplated  procedures,  b£  added, 
would  “violate  financing  principles,  defy 
budgetary  control,  and  evade  Federal  debt 
law.”  With  a  good  deal  o y  restraint  he 
avoided  the  obvious  word,  y^nam.” 

First  among  the  Virginian’s  targets  was 
the  proposal  to  set  up  a  Federal  corporation 
to  sell  $20  billion  in  Government-guaranteed 
bonds  at  3  percent  interest.  The  bonds 
would  be  retired  fnarn  revenues  from  the 
2-cents-a-gallon  giuroline  tax,  and  $5  billion 
more  would  be  raised  by  taxing  filling  sta¬ 
tions  and  motelsialong  roads. 

This  bond  tissue  would  cost  taxpayers 
more  than  3UT.5  billion  in  interest,  which 
would  mems  every  dollar  borrowed  would 
eventuallyxost  $1.55.  But  to  make  matters 
worse  in/TSenator  Byrd’s  opinion,  it  is  pro- 
at  the  bonds  not  be  included  in  the 
Government  debt  figure.  This  would 
keeping  two  sets  of  books  and  pave  the 
for  endless  outlays  for  other  building 
ograms  under  the  same  formula  of  flnan- 
ledgerdemain.  Furthermore,  it  is  pre¬ 
dicted,  the  bonds  will  probably  not  be  paid 
off  at  maturity,  in  keeping  with  the  current 
idea  on  debt  retirement. 

Having  had  long  experience  with  road 
building  in  his  own  State,  Senator  Byrd 
proposes  an  alternate  plan. 

First,  he  suggests  that  the  2-cent  gasoline 
tax  now  being  collected  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  be  repealed,  thus  permitting  the 
States  to  reimpose  it.  Secondly,  the  present 
Federal  aid  to  primary,  secondary,  and  urban 
road  systems  which,  for  many  years  has  been 
integrated  with  State  highway  systems, 
should  be  continued  on  a  long  standing  basis. 
This  amounts  to  $535  million.  Further,  the 
lubricating  oil  tax  now  collected  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  be  continued,  and  finally 
a  14-cent-per-gallon  Federal  gasoline  tax  be 
imposed.  Revenue  from  this  tax  plus  the 
Federal  lubricating  oil  tax,  according  to  esti¬ 
mates  of  increasing  use,  shortly  would  be 
sufficient  to  compensate  the  Federal  Treasury 
for  this  Federal  aid. 

“Under  this  plan,”  is  is  declared,  “States 
would  retain  as  much  control  over  their  roads 
as  they  have  had  in  the  past;  $11.5  billion 
would  be  saved  for  additional  road  construc¬ 
tion;  and  road  revenue  would  be  evenly 
distributed  over  future  years  to  keep  high- 
ays  modernized  to  meet  changing  con- 
dPUons.” 

comparison,  the  Byrd  program  stands 
out  i^a  forthright  approach  to  a  major  prob¬ 
lem  wkhout  an  effort  at  financial  trickery 
and  miltepresentation  of  the  kind  that  has 
been  offerfe!  to  Mr.  Eisenhower.  And  as  such, 
it  is  recommended  reading  for  Gen.  Lucius  D. 
Clay,  head  cmthe  presidential  advisory  com¬ 
mittee,  whose^oice  carries  so  much  weight 
at  the  White^House.  Its  importance  is 
already  conceded\y  the  Democratic  Congress. 


[From  the  Knoxvill^fTenn.)  News-Sentinel 
of  January.  17,  1955] 

Mr.  Byrd  TOirms  Up 

Senator  Harry  F.  Byrd  Taas  come  out  with 
a  preliminary  appraisal  o^^he  $101  billion 
highway  program  proposed^  by  President 
Eisenhower’s  Advisory  Commission. 

The  respected  Virginian  has  i^de  it  clear 
that  he  is  choosing  his  words  wit\  restraint, 
pending  Ike’s  formal  announcement  on 
where  he  stands. 

While  merely  warming  up,  so  to  \?eak, 
Mr.  Byrd  has  this  to  say: 

“Legerdemain  •  •  *  thoroughly  unsothad 
*  *  *  a  procedure  that  would  violate  final 


Public  Law  42  -  84th  Congress 
Chapter  45  -  1st  Session 
H.  R.  1573 

AN  ACT 

_ All  69  Stat.  65. 

To  repeal  section  348  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938. 


Be  it  evaded  by  the  /Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  section  348  63  stat. 675. 
of  the.  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  11)38,  as  amended,  is  hereby  7  usc  1348  • 
repealed,  effective  with  respect  to  1055  and  subsequent  crops. 

Approved  May  23,  1955. 
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